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- _ OF INDU : extraordinary III-Sec. 4) 

^ fagRT gg g^ 3 qi^ qifer to I 10^ 

S ^ 3 W ^qraicR % ^ qrf^ ^.2634 

5 ?Rr^.ai!OTfl-/5/97M* 02 ^ 1999 ^ <jift<i £T 
^ ^ ^ ^^ ^^ 3!lln fe SRT 
0 ^>Msm j^mftfer =# t fe 5 ;^ gift^ 

2^4 3®jgram ^ B® 3ici1^ siiCT 9 15^ 2000 ^ 3 q^ jfNf 


... r, V ^ IXi: 'o»''' W SracT 3?E9r gWl «5 jfp# 

rfS^'i ^ fwifr sfur %. a^r anasq® 6 nfir 

^ ^^^i^^^gi1fe?fe^15Bl^^fg^5fr 1994#iJt^;qRT 
S ^^ 3ifiTr ir g^ ftm OT ^ 

^ amm 3 ^ gjr n?=i f 311 3iim %. 5 to Jimr w t a 5 r ^rerajit * ?fr q? 

5ir3TK3nodi TO<uf ^Mr9p=gj^^vn^%^Rflf^^ l 

?^3I3 3^a55flEgfe 

^ ^ ^ ^5 «rf^ ft??® CT a51 

4'(J,cl1 Ilf ^ ^ 03 aiM-f?) ^WldO 4KI 3il?m ^ fjpilg ,, 

=^2009 # ^ 


iwt III—4] 




jrfWPif ast 3 ra?ilaH fear % 

2004 fe aiJsr nfiraia ®r ^ f a? jnter ft.17.3.2003 SRt ai* 

<m f^r OTa 51^ ai<r 3^JN® 
scrrHifl ftjfe^giragitoaaT^itfte^g g : , ^ ^ __ 

gn^ octicth giftawoT ;gr Mar feor^.iiiRiPwH ^ amla t few 
uSim ftflb it»irena ^ i=ffiraR a^ afe asq? » a^iun 

aifenra ^ 

5 ^ ^tiw i cia it afeJcT Ofer aensR ^ Hi=<i ftor fe 

n^ m 35^ 3ik Oter «c« ^ BjfePRT 

a^ I Trfwwtct t. oiRiftiiggt ^ wtoid ar ww ^ 

II® OB ?t % ^=^naiaa SRT oiF& PiM *r ^ 3fln^ ^ * 

^qsftqraOTarrftif iferfel 7/3/2003 %3rferfr^? airfe"^ g 
nife®^ 4 rai SROH ^ ^ ^^ 


mfid Pi'T'Ki rfeqt i “ 

wa^335snt^ra^t 1999 %> wni?r oifen ’3.25395fag4feftof f I 

ffsra ^ fear 301 1 fofaB.foinreirafeaT^feffm^w 
erifat ^ fe TCna trr fen^ 3^ ^ 

Bwfr oo 4. swicT 3fer fe. SRT 33iir oiT snofet ^ si^mfet aia 

3ntaajtft351oRT 3339035 g 3^ ofeag3nta3feg<(?a^ e ft MilWr ui 

S9T fWcT t =r#r feiT fe 3F'ili sw SR^ ^* 

f^35^’{fe 11999 it sifeH^wiiaroiRrasr^r.2539 
3 tk 3 H«ilfer t 313 osjr €lBB3'St/5/97-it'ftit ani w lg-i i<J> 02.6.1999 
^ ^ fen nor t 3 ik 3? 3i5 «tt ^nRraon ^ airo itafe n nor t 
fet 313 9fen €tEEi#/2/97-OTM^t ’nw 3it ’W t ^ rp^ t 


“9 3351999 ^ onii9i oiRi*i ■«i®!iT241435r9r*i^o?9'wia jJlJi fe. 

SRT sifecT * n| * ^Nnfe 1999 ^ ^ 2539 

2004 4 onfer orfoar 3.2634 4 oifet srfer ^ go 4 fer^rasr t^g 
3ik snir ait^ afer ?3 ^nfer oifli® 4 ort as^ ^ 3ua9«<nrti ? I 

f3fei, 1999 ^ ’OOT^ oiftiasr 3.2414 ^ fen nor ? i" 

“10 gTftia>3n^PfeTfenai3Ttfe^TOn^4?feiRa) 4 j^^M^ it 

sRanfeornoT# afk33^5Ri^w4f3n3sferfe. 4snofe3Si? ? i 

a5H3 % 3H3K fe34 53 3301310 F® 0><^ 3n43 3t^ 

3n4 aspp 45 31^ ai4 a?t n® ^fnnlMo 333 

4t3ni?45 4t3T33fena54feoiR54 3ii4ar35r3ni43gite^ 
gfrimfeoinort igiftia53n453TO<iTWd<hijdi» 45^ 
3fr3ctnHit33rf4i3ffnoiRia5^ arfcason ^ nar 

3f3 34 4 arfMfer 3TOfr rRgcT 3^ 45 fee 31^ a ^rasar ?i 
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d dT# I- '»«nc>rn^'K3!iwimr 

or am wrui? niftram fe# ^ 
,3"^«*a»twW»aarnrfwsqdiTT 

v ~ V. . * ***^ I 5^ni?T3li|rTf?I. %OTW>ft% 

S y p"^ ^ ^raBFTgj 3Hr W 3W^ grat jb asw jk 

gB^»fee i?riWrgrywHg^^g 

J^' ^ g^ » 31^ 3feifeRr ? I zjfe aj(f s^ 

3rftl»bni JOM j OT 3 W ft ! <jW> TO 25 

^^ ^ 3^ ®r ^ 

^ ^ M rt ^r il dl j6<rmj, ^ 


in ^ ^ ^ ^ 3^r ins qft^ q, 

^^ 3 TR 1 Tf^jqr, WS^Fmsrif^ m 3TCmTf^?TTJTnTftr 7nj 1...\ 

95t 3T?JcR gst 3fk 3?frlf^grr ^rrarrfV MlMMl: jrft*. aRnA' rrsr A. .1 . -4 4__ 


2^ 20» 29^ 2009 E Sm^S,” ™ 

g^^W3W%TCTgRrfefe9q^20()9^gfe j(mft4i i i 


^ 3n% 15 fi;^ 2009 am 1 ft»aT pnm 

S?£t - 



ft.08.03.19»4 «r WR 
sro cw sR?iw aJr v.15 
afir ggy » fee 

ftsw % ’flfT ^wftjcT 

^;JW '# I ' *wr 

j<Ki</fwnt ^ itenro A» 
tBj M 3friwa^ *nTO ^ ^ 


2.1998 w^^rttRT 
igwy itg airr 

a® ?raw ^ • 

yftwKui ^ 
ft.02.06.1998 ^ w 3ni«T 
qmftff f afRi ^ 
iner-^ w t % ^.15 
af?r ^ t 

alk w ^ a’qfft te 

» g fflW CT ^ 

35^ ^ mm 31^^ ^UP 
«IT I ftST ^ ’IRBT Hl-Wto 
3ro ^ RH 3^^ 

ftsfiar 10.8.2009 a^r OT 3iiicar 
qiR^ 3g^ftRT^ 3^IPR 
^ ^!W f*T Pwf^tfiiA AaSf afr 
^iatr f*n^ 5R^ v*® ^ 


jfr jitwh fww ^ 

fee uTA ^ an^ # ^ jwii« 4 eA 
BKT feWfl ^ 
aiA ?ia5?t f ^ ^ 

inA ^ap JiAiiH % aral^ ^ 
3 ?TRT anar t wa^ 

snq^an) afr 3 A da #n<T 
f aa da a&<Mia ^ ^ R*r 
^ aa^aiF i? a^ar art M 

da jjAa 

aife^JlRT da fear f i 

7m da fea 4 aodaa anicarar 
3a9^eR ^ fear aai ^ i^ ag 
aTFfaiA qftw atEH ?pni# 
gnSt^ ^ ira^ da ^ anar t 
feRiaa aairth^ as^ t 
! aijfoT alt trwa^ fenif a^ 
3ni3<iiw r rft dzjft ^ 3}^“ 
an^f iaF#aT^ 3 <to#RT 
da It alt^ ardar ^ iwniF 
^ d litas^ f 


d at»fe ^ f aft a ar 

?fr decad P anfta ^ 

area *<aHiaK^ SAT ^wa^ARi 
aaf jid^aAdarftaJ 


all# tRf ill ^0^ afdfit dy 
yfe^ t tIi ftdg'W 
SRdipa# I 



^ ifraa M ^laa 3W^#JA 
d 3ia*n ani ^«a aiwaia d 
jaim pin ac an ^ d 
AER# RMW t(T all 4 wibIS 
rfl dlarAmrtirai*f d and 
f I ay dd ftsar ^ ^ 
addm n#l dNm dy 
Aaa lH#3i^BA ^ 5ia 
duMw gPT at ^ fdar w f 
1 air A dr astiny aa aiti 


anf aa «ntr % dta fd ftfea 
3ifefiw>li ym inrr am # i 
ay dir nd^ fewT/W t 
fe 3n#w<wr d> iT^ ^ 
damiydy g^tr md d ^awd 
f 11m ai^ mtr qRmfta 
fern am # I ny daiftsm 
aar # fe umat aamiy aa> 
tiM ^ liR SUM*" ^ 


ay 2 mm< wm am 
fe ilTOA ai# aataiy 
^am aa wy ma a#l # 
aiaar aamry asTgdA ard 

#1Nff%3iidMWMmam 

# 1 Eiy i|it fern am # fty 
fx^tm dsmiy m iidar 
ad a$Bd #y ^ whf ad 
fe:^ ^i# dataiy e#I 
I dim d ^Atm aym^# J 
am ajfen md caMil 
yia A?AW arn^ 
^ftu pd aa 3Pfdla ?isdl # 
? eadrtidl yitr warn dl 

a# ^^taod dy fern gdia 
^ msd ad ataat 
IcKMiy uyaHi udaa# i 
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_ 

RT »R glcio,^ RW TOff qr 3iBi|ir =1* 8Pl» # % ^ 

^ aia r» 3 ilT 3 n^ 3 n^aft 

cw tjftaFT fegr jnm ^ I 

it Wjf ggf 

^ ^iAi^?i *rpf ^ tm I 



^ ea? ^.123 

8 TTRf 1994 3jt qifer 
3?1^3TlfGcr 35t 
3Ty?% Vim a? 

^^35T MRq?;^ aRRTnjr 

35T ^ta;^ f faRrif ^?i5t 
?rl5g% ^ 
if tm I a5%cTHT ^ajf 
^ f^niwi/ /^ SWtrT 

I 3?I^3TTfGH ^1 
5Kt iretlfcfcf f^RPT pg 
a^ ^<nK fecir ^ 3iq^ 
^ R^iio) 24 ^dcK 
1994 ^ q^r SRT 500000 

m ^TiffH f ^ 

3n^T?R ^ 37Ta?^7aj 


1231^.8 ^, 1994 ^ 
ISRT qtfer as^ 
3H^<n K fesQT H^IT ft 
?wifir afe 3^ ^ 

3ttT ^ aa^ 3lRrf5jqxf ^ 

jnawiHf asr.3c?nj^ m aq)fe 
^RasR SRT 3??a>r a>rf 
31^*1^^ ^ ^ 3Ta fa> 

tJRT 52 ^ 3ra4o ?Rf ^ 

3Jt JtM 

w 150? ^^lasR =71^ f 
fe 3tT#3TI#OTr % asfofT 15 rijt 

oo?T?ffa^r^tertert5tt 

^fras^ SRT mfet fep tip ^ 
^T&tr ^*K ait 
3i^4raH 57#[ m 3ik 3^ 
^1313 it g cBiR i d ^ 

^ ^ fe siftaxJ atrf 
«Jt 



% 08.04.1994 

a5T ^rasw, ^.123 arthr # 
3ffmT ct >M aifttor ijy 
oranHt f ^nr 

% 3n^ ^ ar ftfjgsfT 5 # 
^ I 3Tl^3?n?PcT % ^ ^jaff 
4 f^RjtRcT 
P9 pifft air 
t 9fW3^375??R 
^jncTH^Stfiteart I 

CTiWhft 

po 3nf3TI# wrt ^ itir »rt^ 
^3^tT3TI^3^^PFr^5 B% 
^ ^ ^idH 

^ 3RTOtRSy t I 


3iif3!T^Ud CRrjrenaaf^^ 
?Iflf a5t ^<p[a ?WT ^jnrTFT a5T% 
^ ar^ C3j tti ua 351 ^ 

atRanf t 3T^ qart ^ ata 

Srf^na irSTRIT^ | 


3T^ TO cRjT 

3^1^30^ ^ <1^ ^ 8JT t 
qwt ^ ait^ 43a> 

^ 1^ 37t^3R|^ % 

^T?*T% ^ fea err sitr 8 
1994 ^ ^fasw ?r.123 d? 

I OlRo ?t^ ^ q^ 3^q;^ 

arr 3^<^Vi ^ fea ar i 
05f^ ^t®pq am , ?r# 
30^37^ or jM it 3[k 
3T[ir ijjT aft ^ 3lk 

^fOcta ^qfd 3W 3ivja it I 

it^^TTa pa ^ift^f^i 
3 T^ ^ asa ^ ^ 
35ra?a^ f 3q^afT W!P tr? 

^ 1^ aft# % 3lk 
atBaji'O sT^aij- 
cTOT 3TI#37I#ppr ft? 


oaft % 4hr wct^ #aw a#t 

^ «ft altr 37?#3n#(OT 5 m 


ftj ?t.123 
^ famr iRir i ay 
37i#3fl#i'ci aft ^aaa yatyr 
^ 5 hqjw frf^ fty ftar 
w f I qy 
I 37T#3TlfpcT ^ 3?ftiaJR ^ 
ir «T fe a? pa#)iD<ft 5 kt 
0 ^ ^RRf 3Tgqf^ ^ jrnr 

^ it 0 ?^ jft faaifer am 

^ 3W 3?T#3II#PpT %;ft 
a4 1994 ft a>T ^!a5<ft «ft | 
a^ft ft a? amxacT 
^ 11 ^ sT^qfa 

^ ctw ftft ^ aijj 

^ ^ (oft ^ftlfT 
rnfarioT 3TTq^aR ^ 

^ yr) pJT^ttftit ftj aa^aiy 

fttm ^ ??ta5T 


mi I mil 












[w\ III—^r>s4] 


w ^ ’(mn : arawRfff 


irrrnrar 


i|»RfFr 9sf%RT ^wy 5T ^ 
^.15 rr fi^ tR 

or, 3tv 3ni(3i^ 
aJr ^imFr 3W^ wfbw 
f^Brtfe?T ^*11^ 35T 
aiftWIH t l ZI? 3IT?r 
a<#a«R few w t fe 
asfim ffew ^.123 
fe06.3;1994 sm 
anfan^cPT «Fc fi# tM 
fiiRT^^rojjrar ^ H?T 
?W ?1ifr 3l^*iRT ®T 3IWW # 

I fe# aqro aJr 

M fep rftdW fWT 
3IMW« f I 
fe2$.11.1993 ^ 

a< [ ^tj ggf 5RT CJrfWtfr 
iN l fa r ua cay fetaw 
^ tn fen# snayr Bfnrrar 
m 3(k ayfer 
^.8.3.1994 WT nasw 
fen# W 

vmn mMif WTT 
a# few aw trr 
fe a^ nftayr# 
few? OT «# f I BWftM 
an smfnr 3Rfe 3iPw5dt #y 
aar fe24.11.1994 srt 
’PiS war a# ^wih 
aft a^ airaifca u ww a^ 
lai^ 5^ caftftft 
5ra' ^ 3T5^'^ ft ^ fe 
3IF#fR ftwswi 
3lk 3sfe iraff em 
anr afenpr naftftft is 
2«ff#w^#fewaw I 
aoftiRT a^iia aftn^ # nn 
aiw t fe ieaftftft aw 
^ ftn cay #tT 
ca acjNanft ^ai4 
wfe^ afa ! #a 3<itai i | OT 
?y.15i^aa^^aaR 
ay?^ M fee aim % afrr 
asfer ^ray aaaatsr 
#y nan # aiw 
afen^ ^aftftft ft aiar 
#arfta # a5st# ftfec# i 



wr aftasi# t fe an^safcn 

^ few aw 3nft fee 

aitfeay ft few aw w i 

aaiaa^eFT # 3iw#aR 

anftwi tfecftsRPwrft' 

ftcror tR awar 
aaqftna ay^c# ft fec adf 

^fw ^icfR ay^ 

jtma^ aft # i an ^ftan# 
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^ m citoTT 3ITto 
feiT SRT m 

^(<Sfifc*N ^ 3?Tt|feT # 
ter S? # ^ 

?5s» ^ fqofe tR 

^ I 

«Jr trm^ ^ 27 ^ 
19^ 3TT^ mfcr giR^ 


(a^ waWMl ^ 3N^ tft ft.09 
1998 ffKT 3TTf3Tf#UcT apt 
^gftI<Tfe27T fm jfcT ^ 

^ *nPT feTO 11 
1998 ^ ^ fen 3 trRtt i 
fe?fe 11 1998 3^r' 

Sflf ^ ^nfeasr 

U2187-1998 t mfm ^ 
Wl/dbl^dl# ^ ^pfhfr ^ ^ 
Wlfenfeqr I 3TT^3TT^GcT%17g5 

fnw fen fe ^ w Trfe V.50 
15 1998 a^r TTT 

ffw 3#? ^ Tife a^r 27 

5?^ 1998 ^ m i^irtr I 


dferaiprdg^iTFrt i ^ dfer 

I 


m ^feairor.% ^ 

te^R nf fe CT^fh^ 3^ 
feniF ^wj g^q^ asT 
aifeasR sflft t pr afciziF# ^ 
3ff WWlii alt #RT an 
3n^^m 5# a5T t^t# I 


fe=nay 27 35Pnf 1998 ^ 
aiftnjfuf an an^ fejfo nr 
^ nf^ t fena? 
27,7:1908 ait mq, alt 
3nag*RWff’a#! it 


# f ar mMit 
5RT H5R alt ^feioit 
3lhc an wifer m 

^ f I anfj afe H 
^ ^ ^pw an 


im 

altanawaRTTSf^tt i 















[w\ 111 —^r 5 4 ] 


HRff fiT IMRl J 


f I I «>«»« 


sfrf iftw ipnfw w 
ftro 3nf3iifi?F B?r fwcr Hrwftr 
14 fNtn1998 m I 
ftsfiw 14 ftffNw 1998 8^r 
^ in Tiflr fr.1.50 


iri>j 


^ 1999 w 3?™w 

iSl w*i4l4r 1IRT ftp^ ji 4Wf 
.fWr ^ fj.15 % 

%rit i wfliif iWAvi, 
3ifbWTir»#iii^ ftwr^ 
sn^r nwT wr t fts w v.16 
imt ^ ^ wwf 3nf WIT 
♦ i 


JIB BWWflW W 

sitrt sfliwfm %b!w 9 
2000 Qv siriffr 

iiiRn ftiQf 3i^3wiaff a^ 

Mb ftw fiB 
^pww at b6 iJIwhA aiB 
iirfN?«^f8l^tan^r WNrflm 

#W^ 3««fr t 

ifr t W ^ 

I ti 


uni 


Ib wtifi M 315 ®^ 
Mtw 02 Mat 2002 air 
aiif aw ^jaaii| ^ 
aaia aft aif 1 af^it 
^pwf at awft'ftift ft ftNtw 28 
1982 % aitanf^ 
aa Bwtr Ift'W aw? ^ 
aw^1487 ftNiJft 
fta ft* ftatwa ^ftw If ftrtit 
wwffa I sftt 4ftaBt 


lataif aft alt awn ft wft 
aatwa aftai wt aw? ww ft 1 
awftftift ft ^ftww wftwfta Wf ft 
anatr ftwr alt awar awftt 
Mi*f fft alftw ftpw 1 






2003 If aw wilw istr 
ffljftftl i If aiw ftrtwf wt 
ftw I dwwft ft 3Wlf Wpft It 
Mf? al ftfttftft I w 
smit at fta awftftl^ ft fWf 
aWtft iwaft ^ atjft It ftw 
awi^jiw aaftit ftft aw 
wwvr i 


3217 01 / 11—2 
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U} tmm m ft.M ^ ti ^ ^ ^ ^ 

2003 a?r ^ | 

gp ^ ii^qHTWTnti 

^.2634 a4 2004 a^ 
aRt^di fejT I 



(ay) TOdTie! 

1963 (pq4)€t 

3?feRnTO)3??l% qRvifqrr fel? 

2(ay) *RT^?a5^3?^^1fra^a5T 
iawf ^ cTP]; 

l^fcTT # ^ tfy iftcTT jfr 
WT‘wr tR m<t)H 5RT 
3lftlf5ra»T ^ ^ 

'?Rasrfl Tra^c ^ arrft 

^ aft 3n<ft ^ ^ iftrR 

dhmfty d^cbK SRT 

law? 3ifiiRrw M 
maoFfl iy 3tcfif(nifwifq?T fezn 

» I __ 

(^) iaw? 3?ttff^R3ii~ 

aft ORT 2(3 ir) in 3?h 4(T iaw? 
ir^ Tint aft Pihw ft qf^iRd 
ftw^rorf^: 

"(an^ law? aft?T 
•aw? fty ftiir ft, asr 3i«J ^ 
ftt**W ^ W 3R^HTJf ^ ft WT 
aftftiw??Ta5anftftf^ 

vwftii iaw? 3?ftiRraFr wr 

tr 

law? fty Hftin qnft qRvmi 
ORT 2(3?R) ft) uqtftcft 
3f%fftw ft f?T ORT 

1(2)(?) tiRjftzT law? 
nfW^roi fty WT a?r am? Iftraft 
as?r ftiT t ffty ftaw? 

1908 fty fftw ft) 
aiftiRa? ffty SF^ w( ft 

fRftTftfwrirf^ ft pa>a 
t- 

(?) t^awF ^ q?^ difcio)! ft 

ti ^ ftaw? i?R<ftzi 
fttw? aft a?cft ^ 

ft ftftt ifNr ft) af^Rad t 

I ftiftf ftft 4i^9d KiRani ft ar? 

t ?aw?ft 

*!ftl 3#t wwrft aft aawF ft 
fftnfttHiftfittefti 


araiTR 

5RT it ^ uranr ^jjRja ft 
dd<i ft aftx asFj^ aft aprrom 
ft) fasftt %si?T iRT wRf?r 
=# ft I pRiftiftift ayr ar^ftti 

^jai law? ftlw ft) ftitr ft 
fftfttjmrft ft :jhyT fay 
PRitftftt fty fcfRid 3 !^fttl ft 
fciT w ft witiftii 
fft^ftay 28 . 5.1982 fty uata 
aiftrgjERT XR iTftrrr as^ ft 
fftraft ftyStiT ?[WR ft ^ 
iaw? aft fttiT iftfftcr fayqr ft 

I r?#? cnitit jit ar ftrifttiti 
aft tiRT 2(?) aifra ft qftt 
aiT wftt aftr ayfin xraia 
3 ?ftj^ 5 RT fty %Tr ftaft ^ 5 # 

xj^t 3 TT iidxft I itcxaCcT ^ 1 ^ 

iaw? aft ftt^ asT WT qftt 
^ ttot ft iNa % ffifim 
3iftj^iRr fty ar^w aft 
fir. 28,5.1982 ft ft?? m^ \ < 
SRT anft ffty?7r IK? tir i ??fty 
aftftfW aifiifftw aft 
«RT 2(3in^ aft iaw? nft?r 
?nf aft qRmftd ayxcdt ft m 
axKft? P Hitxftift 5 RT ?mT p5 

fin? fftyftt 3 i ftf<|;ddi aft 
3 T 5 x?R«ifiT ft sfftt 'fear an 
msm ft aft fip# fftiPr 
iaw? yftir irft ?il iTRikr 
iaw? aft #KT ft 

^ cfT^rayft I imr (s^ftiTKift) 

aft 0 ^ WTRT sraa? ayr aref 
feiT a? ?aym aw ?ft 
fa^fwT ft aifiifirw ft 
xiRinfiicT fftyz? w ft I 
UKitxft^^ fty liy ft 
xnrnm ft fe a? fftfft? 
anftfftcT (aswrasfiKT) iwftaft 
XR fftw? aR xnjft ft ^RTft 
ftftaft ft ayfijcRWfft fttpxB^ 
aft iaw? irft?T Kift KFT x[ft ft 
.'. ilrr CO o^- ft XR’ ft fiy ftft 
irocR sw?R, asFj^ fty 



®fii?T arftifftw fty snatTiftt 
m miM 5 RT it 
a^ivsyi KcRT ft aroar 
aiayaftr aft acnwr fty 
Ri'^rrdt 5 Rr wfif? Kit ft 
I 3 Tjft ?? 3 RitayKf ft fib 
PKitxftit ayr aigftn wt 
it fftfttjTunft ft I ityx^H 
ftar aft ftft-y srt isw? 
uftir wf fty xfsxf ft ttri w 
ft aftr iaw? iftir wf 

KHT TRJT ft 7KIT Clitxftit 
3lfijfilW ci Bi ITRitft 

iaw? aftWftw M aicnfiT 
MRiriRd fft>yi tkit ft i ?j? 
ST^^tasift ft ffty i i BWJd 
eft? iaw? ffftir wft Kit 
ft I ihiT ffty CTi t tftit 
3?fiifim 1963 ^ 3tcrf?T 
xiRl?ffttT fib?? IK? ft I ?? 
ayRxq ft ^ 

3 ?i 3 ?iBR 5 RT ?fw eifty 
fiziT W ft I ?? 3?ft 
3RitayKf ft fty g K i t4t<Q 
ayr ?yiy k??? ?ft ftr? aitr 
aft ^a>i4 Kit ftyi? arr 
fty ania?^ ft 
KcTcft ft awT ftsz? ft I 
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W ^ TFTO : araraR?! 


35T 

^ jfr i WII 6 

iTpf WRHiy 

aiftj^raiT ^ ^ 

femt I ^^israsR 
TJUf^ Tjy ^te^TSBcT ^'tl'i’rf 5RT 
Rpt ^ VIT 

ttht tot f AfJbn ^ flwilf 

5^ TO? ^ ^ ^ RHT 3TT 

^rascTT irm 1^ iOTTF 
arftrfHTO ^ 3t<pt«T 
f^TOT TOT f I ohflT ffe 

Slftji^raR iliiMMin TR 
5# to 1^ 1 car mr 
^^raRtrr ^!TO ^raraTTcTT ^ eft 
totM aiT cT^J RfW ^ itaiT 

13fk Iftorc tor 

5TT ’«<i>oi ^ t 



(n) Tsmm 
aj(i<nt^ arftif^TO rtPj, f aft 
CRto 3Tf^rfto a5t tlKT 2(3Tt^ 
3§t 'HMlfkl Tjfer to t ^ 

g i f<%<if^d? “toRTP" ^ ailro 

3>r 3 t«J ^fnd aTTar 1^ r 
TTRf^^ra) aisr 

tod ^ 3fk ^ ^ir ji?to 
?BT I STTTOT hi-i4|«h J51TO 
^Kj t iTO 5RT Proffer tocTO 
HJITOT teto I 



Rl4l4l'<Md aft TO^Wt^t ffRt antofCcT ft> / 

m asER aft rto ^tto ftar^t aft ^€t^ ^ 

sfTTOT ft I wp SR^tasitJ f ftr as^ ^ tot fe wfer 

ai«t foto "aarw ^torp^ ^ RHT tot /- 

a^fcfto atT>i f a#r tor torTOrti 
toaiF ffss an 3 t^ f^rfta 
3ik ^ ^friTO 

^ ^ ^ (areto) i 
ento aiftitor aft ttm 
2 ( 3 tr) M W anror aft 
tot ^ fe asftia 

tJRT ^ odTTOT ST^ttor 

TOTSTWe^ ! 


HH^td 3^<T®r ^TOITO H aR 
<f>ufi<d HSZ ^ tn^ 2 cTTOtT % 
nat aTTcTT f \ VR^ aR 
db i jf^ TR arftitoT 1926. anfn 
to 3Raf^^C f0 'ft, 3WaT 3TRT 
fe# 35T^ ^r, aft to aft 
Pi^Htd ato # farto faro ^t 
to ato.ca? aaa -^widd ^t 
uar arftiaaaT ^ to ^ tor to 
aReTT 3 ^ ift aaa RTOTcRI ^ 
'aa>icin' aR% aft ^t jTT 

^tot I JtddH RTOIfRT 

toa> 3 Tftiaadr aft aifttasR to 

t fa5 a? aea rtotto ^ 

flcnino aR "tiepdl aT^ aF 3^ 

3 ?cr RTOTcTO an sifttaarTT ^ ^ 


ftoa (fto aaiF^ ^) 
uto>S1 €t 5RT 3tor ato ^r 
aefror ato f^ q^f^«iftot 
pa awt tR Tnna to nto 
?to? ^tiftiaR^n ^ toiato 
to t( ^ftarcTt f to Far toiR 


fa? tow g Kt ^ 

Piwfci ifiT a?fata ^ 

aw % to^ to t 
aftr a? ftwto aft aai 
toR ^ ^ ^t fttf to 
wp^ ^to Ha atot ^ 
atoto^ arar ftor tasa f 
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^ rfl ?RP5 ^ WRT 3n^ 
PPt fW ^ IgcT RfTTTF 
Tf(, TO 3n»H^^ 3PfT3T <1, 

tnterrof ^ Ti!w tR iH 

IP 3W aCTT3T ?l?f 

flmfm ♦ 3fr fRf 3iTfir a^r 

I aw iR dfffif^fl 

«31^M^to fna 911 3itf =Tifr 

flwm # M 'm\ 3lk te ^ 
3ffin firor w t 1 tr 

1!^ SnUTTO? ail ICCT T5IIT TOT 

t I 


TOW M TOT W 
WIVTO 8ft 3ftT 31T?ft t|t, ^ 

fW Alww TOt. 

# IWlflW ftWT anftriT 3frC 
8*epiTcT m tflWT W 

Ifew ^ ftrft Tift Wfctar 
.in*^ ii % fpai a^ an 
9iflTO srwr ^ <s ' <i ir y 
sftar Ri»f ii 4^^^R jft 
TOT W aft 3lfi<^tl^ l 3ftT 
ai l ^fta^ aftfRfTRiNr 1 



tiy aror 3 riw 
wi^niHai fw (aft) aa^rny 
pftif wf ft aw aft aJr 

»?r fnTRcT fqRR alRpn an gaf 

ftWTfia aft aftcaiaft ft 1 uiift 
TOftar iteviRr wftiftTO 
fiff aa^jw aftr TOT TTO 
ft I ftf ^ 3iTOr ft ^ 
TOftftft^ fti TOanfa^^ igiw 
a^A an ftrnr aft 
ftftl^ ^fiiftl wir wpft aft #nT 
fti fthfft ^UET ftn? ancft ^nr 
flft anftn wiRiT acn ft 1 


an^ maai to mm 
nftar inif ft wpf awwr 
TOtn TOWT F an 5 RI 
ftaroa ftft afta inft^ ft 3fht 
yHftftrfti aft n^alai 
aiwftfffr fti ftftw mjWJ 
a^qjnft an aiftiant ftlnt aft 
fFifti fthw w fuftf aWt 
attt •nftl at ^ ftfta iw? 
fftft I i?*aftfttcT aifWftaw 
1963 fti atafta intr 
2 ( 3 W) ip JW'TO ftatniF 
srawT •nTi an aiftiifian 
fftwjT Tnsff ft I iftatT 

ftftftnr ftatnw aft aroftar 
ftatTfiF aftWftw fti ataftw 
TOiflaT ftTm afiaacnn ft 
sfttWH^TOamaraift 
an wP vwTnar an ant 
aiift fti IJm aifftinfftai tn 
fftanoT ftft tfit anawann 
wKftn ftatnv aiWftw 
fti aftnhf ft 1 ijifft 
tneft ft mtifta ftwiif 
ai l tiftuM fti snamn ftft 
^npft aft Tfftfft ataiPx*iftT 
ft aft ijpT ttatniF 8^^ aftt 
amftft i 



TO "aatTTTF 
to!" aw# WF ft ar^rrar TOT ft 

awftr aren ft aftt atfti 3wnT 
ft aiRf^TO aft ana^asfiT ^iftr ft 1 


m awar 


WQpH Iww JwmtV Ml4Mna> 

■ - . -ft 

snaoR an iww to ait 
TORiT ft I am: 
afttiP i an # tntr 2(3n^ ftt 
jTOOR aiftrn 
BW / ft<M ft! w a gK ft 


aft atfti anjfttr ft ai|tf ^ 
fti 











1WR Wt 


, 1 , 


flit Mliv t 1l> M OTW 

to « M) MPT 

iilli^ tot MMmm 

♦ tow Ito totoltoto ffv PitoPt 

wnfltnnfi 


TMNto liiB to totorntot ww -wi » ■ ^ ^ „ 

flflt t toflto wPTPf ftwto tot toto ♦. **! wi^ g 

ww jiwt tiwt toww w w « ftww Pto *«T« w »fP <to ttwt Itf 

Still # jfrt wm t I tw Wfft * ’ 

# # 1# OTiww li 




<t tfr iirf wr w #1 iwff #r 

iwl ItPff 1ft ftwil WffW 
AUlMilW ffWW 1*8f 



«(|rf 

UX fl N»W # ♦ t fuftw 
# 



WffWTWWnipl 


IMS .'MIl AtlLiiiJ 


1487(«WftoOtotto»to^to f • 
tw w£ to ^ toww toto MW tot tot witwt tw 
flM flflt to wv ftitoto* •» w • w itow im, 
jrMwi to* tot wifat wp 11 wto# ^ fp f* M** 
flto to iwt tft? totos^ *f(wtoltowflwf I 

iwtoWttltototonittoiar 
M wr M ^ «MW tto 
flftowtotoliKtt I 



it t Itmj; ■ Jl 


f«m Jifm #T. ^ 
ifr# |«T ^ fimm mtm 

3« ^ t<aw ^ ^ 11 
fim trt <tm 3rtm ^ «ff 

pp^ tSKm if? wttff «rr ^ 

tJiJtfK ts 

mi 




^0tm nm ^ 

«l m wifh mtt t 

m toKflif tot toWN # ytotoltot.ilwg 
^#1 mr mm t m 

1 j p <i t towt >to igw wto 
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^ 2RRTiTfr 

^ ir^ ^TPf ^ 

^ mrff ^ 3?^ 

3T^9iRid *imt if ^ gji tn^ ^r 
i^Ppo iRir 1 3??7gT u»^ji 
t 3ft ^ iTTTf ^ 

iftcirit I 


IEirwMc:ii!»i.:fc. 


3w 3f7roH aA'^'iie it g^dcft ft 
fjRT^ ?f8JT HFIrT 9UcT 
|ft^ t ftRrft jIcT^TR ^ 
aiw5t 

Vff^nTK it 5^ gy^ ^ 

^T?fTr ft I 3WgT 5W 
<*ioMi-i a^t g?RniF 4 

^ yqfcfr siTC I 

3ny^?FT niijjifcldj ?ig ^ 
«5viip ^ g^ Tgif gr i5t 

iftfir ft fe tRMd< #TTr ?Jc^ 
3lR^Ria ity ^ ^ 

srt?Ti?nf g5t ^tiTT ^ i^tfRancTT 


aSt irf^ wMft m 
3T^f3n|cpr air it;^ ^rftt ii^ |t 
I 3r^3TT^yfl. 3?ra?t witm ^ 
ttJlcDK 5# 35^ ft 3RiaT 3 ?T 
^iw ^ T^ft an^qt ait i^tasR 

=T^ta5Tt^t 1 


wM£\ SRT aT%FT 

w tn€ 3Tif3iifupr ait 5ifSt 

fen w en I lit 

^fHiRf it asfticT Tni afft 
^ 3 ft ^nJt Tisl^ci pfpft ^ 
yRT aonsT ft 1 ^ na^ 
3irnRa> ^ ^ ft gif 
^5aH pjriWfe cm asRm 
wft I 



^t^3Tite 

ify aSt #qT ^ fejfftcT 
aRfir ft I ^ feirf^g gif^T ^ 

’ftcR 3 fpraH air 3n^ ^ 
^ ^ itilyHU'H ^ ^.^Rfqr 
^ it ql^ajH % ^adid 
mgr a5^ ^ 

^IffTT ft TWr 31JTOR f>5 ^ ua ^ 
^ lit it fta<ui ^ g^ar ft 1 
tR*RK #*?r ^W5 ^ta 

^tduRy^ ^reraR ^ M 
iftTR 3TRrr ^ gftr ira it 3Ti% 
ai^ 5ifi'Ain1 ait ^t€tuaga 

% ^fl^dl STM |i*r^t ft I 


a>^ masRd BasggTff 
m feros 28 ^ 1982" air 
aivirei ait ^ttar tfrfer 
m f^xn ft I (asfecT iftm air 
ferfe 26 3ia^a< 2006 ^ ca? 
aaia SKT ?rafrftj<T 

35 ^ a^ feir TRn ft 1 


i?*iM^t ^ 31^^ ^ cf> i 4 
^ft I 

ft fe 3ft 3iaita ppw an ft it 
uafild ^di 

^rfe'qJ^Ti da (ity^Dyci) 
^fjfeary ify stair arif ^ 
3fefcT3TiciTt I astear^ ^ 
fe^ yf^ rft 3?gyft«rf^ it 
ijaiWyft 5Rr ftsar WJT 
1 1 ^faiT it fen an arriry 
afEt ft \ TOif^ zTir 
^Tfa % fe fftnasnpr ititnana 
atiiiiH da itJ gMcr aaiffra 
ft| 


3a^3ii^ % fear 
^ fe diARUfl da 
^tityautH ^ atd^d 
^paferft I gait 3a<»T#npT 
d <raflid afa ^ aid 
arat tfInqsnfT da d |frd ^ 
tR^ awaiF f 
3fh: ^ d 4t^tni^ rft 
^feagft ait ?mT gsiar 
fed naiWtit d sntR 
ffea ar 1 ai€ g n^ gnlnrt 
airdarfejTamft i 


fill 


dad d fdasr ife xiii it 
fearaarf 1 gffeftg^a^ 
ait ??fe ihcr dr giar ^ ?sy it 
y^ 3 TT TOsar ft 1 d^fegd 
dfeyrcTT ^ fen ay diRiar 
a#t a2ir ft 1 gad ay dty^ 


saaroaiar afEt ft 1 y^ 
^ayiT ^^id) gyr fesar aar 
ft I 
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3T) sfr Hici oftiHi 

jWXIF^r if tlXHdX #*?T 

^ irasx asx^ # 
JTOT t Mr 

Sff^ ^ 

VTsm ff^ff ajx^ asr 

^tv#fT cw 3xr xwT 
^Idl^Td sSt IVlfci ^ «ii^ 

I ^ j1<£ l u*( GXT xraicR 

^ ^ an 

I wio^^T ^^1 oxnax 
^ap 3 ifii^f^d ^RT a?r suct-an^ 
f % ^ aaxw Hf^ if ite 
ij 5 !x^ # 3^ -flaiR xntwdi an 
amMf 1 


fip c*rfWt€t laxm? ca #aFT 

XW?lcTT tiwn-1 ^ w«w 

gjx^ t 3frx ai^ iaxaTF iNtat 
X|T>f ^ mRop-i a5^ f I 11^ ^ 
qfta?a M Rrf^il «cp^Ji 
xgi^^exT aJt anjft wn anaway 
f^mif 11^ 3w^r nRT ^ 


xnifeT aaxm? ajaa ^ 
xw ^ a^^tft afr 
^aoft a^l ^icnsBcT w 
aaxaTF ^ ^tax 401^ 
ftixife an^an^OT a^l 
iaxanp xiatfr ^aa aSl 

fai*i» 4 i(l t 1 
xtaro ^ tsKm ^laiaft 

arar f aaxniy apas 
%m f I aa: an 

an^ % fe jfraaiPR ^ 
^ 3 ^^ ititeaca am 
anfan^an aJl nara aSt a^ f, 

ci>i Q>1^ a^pa 1^^' axM^ 
an^aa^ Iteanny nx ^Tax 

^leiA aicfl aiwa^ M Jciii ^ 

adxaiF ^pas an ^nan asx 

x#l# I aiif aay?n?£^^wi 

an xiiu t xfr u*rfl> 5 lfl aixr 
anlaiT^wr a^r ^ 

j ^Qi saia *1^1 •Ilf 1^ 
3ftx i?r fe tterony Aw 
^ aiftianx Aw it 
a^l'snar# ifxrflieu*rfrttfl 
a^r aW 

^xjwitlian x Aw'^nftffi#^ A 
^5W5 M f?Na 

^ f ^ 

aaHT Ai|d^ 4 i antAiR 

Aw ggTnx^qrm 1 


ziT 3?xSw5K Warn w F ray 
flAol ^ Mf^aFH ittXR 
ftfilw 53^ ^arjaxT a^r aneft 
xanr anaway i^lar f ftraA 
ftyiraf aaA^pixxAy) fxAy 
Hf^gsci xif atzj it % a^l^ 

yafar irA ^ fAe 
'('(91 an xHsar 1 wiait aJf 
xnwrxsn A xwaf anaazray 
^ it aftx ^xfAa ^ war 
ayx ^jaixar Ftar 1 aa 
anroi^ A afr ^ 

naybr nxar^y xf^ # 1 ^ 
amrroay ran ^ AA xiAl A 


xiF x^rayiA f fe 
sifissfffm 

ijnaH asx^ ^ ^ 
jCTwa i z it a#t f I 3 a^ 
A A waxniF aj^ 
an ^naia ®x x^ t? Axn 
A anfan^car bixt 
war few w f I w 
3 ?xiranx t % teiera Aw 
rmMif Ay anAw 
?xjTOTftranx Aw A a^t anar 
A 1 w xAanx it % 
uhAA^ ^ anfan^BcT 
BRT Acqscff^ ax Wi^iXs\ 
3?iiAwa ^ Ay fk! 
y*rfWl€t aA fUFsAai «jot> 
AAanaAiianxt 1 
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^ BiTOR e^f 
ffnj5^3r ^ctj> qxjciA (|}| 
I 


iSnSXEKiuSxai 


jfr ^ ^ 

3i*raT 3Rr 

IRT SHUT fs^irr? M F!w 

irnf 3 ??j3t 
^ ^txr 
HWf ^ ?nfi?rr % ( 
ww 5?ifif m fttfeir M 3icia i >j i 
awwiff 3mm ^ 

W^, fcen^^i 

5^t iW M ^ !?r ^ 3)1^ 
wwafr #ivrnr m irtm m>f aSt 


WW““49 ^cm 

aw fSm jfTfrr jfr 

^ #5 ^ ^ 

^ ^frrl aaWF 
3mm am^nr? 


J>r 3*5^ 
3lfferf*WW #f 


*1 n t-4; 


5^ g^r iRfwfm % 
tSWiff ^ ^ 


^ 3wfl«iw fern mir t 
^ 3*flrflirem 
snrom ^ 

3nf3iT(wf if irntf 
^ wpi^ w 

3iftrasTT»!ifr^ I 


mauR afifgf ^ % gTT j\o^(^ 3^ 
^ 3TmfrT 
^ ^ dict^iIIF 3ftT 
^x«TiF ^ yr^rTT ^ 




mr gwuR ^war te’T 3>T 

=T#t ^ jfT 


^mmiram 4^ ar 3iftam 

^ # t fi»r 

^ aiftizm gtfl Wr % 
^ mfatsT ^ 


It.-ll.M.lr.Tl 


3n^3nfm ijmw mrA |i^ 

sn^ ^ 

^ mw gtiflm 
gpm pnyc^ 3iNtfR ^ 
’p M ^3*i<gw am 
^teG?T ^ it flrar imr BT 
I 3Trff. ^ 

3TT^3a^ am fflir fSWTT 
a»t 
^ I 
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Tif ^ to ^ % I 
»iRto 3C3<w wiraw ^ »*r?r 

’flftifl fi.i'^.l ‘ ^CTO- ■ Q>l 

Hramto^ w7*TRrt i 

*3w 7j^ ^ ^njpf 

asM 5RT # Tif 
raisw unH^on w iiimi^ 

W iMctVf ftsHT TOT f toife 
^ m Maof iK 

^TW“^W <NilS <0^97 TWr 
^ei$H *ntof^ ^ ?rifiicr t ; 
^ antewaf tiF 

35?f 7W5?^ ftf 


iRR ^ ton# #y to ato 
?f#y tocT 3#7 Mirfwf ^ ton 
5#tiTi 


(^ 5Rnw amar 
ww 3^aa^ra5 tot #. a# 

Q'Cjpl ^ 357# ^ f^T? 


(tt) ^ to ton# aSt ?rma #5 
jm a^ to ^9?^ ^ ^ 

5^Ritn tiqci»i a*TT# aSt 
3iwv4icbdi tot # I Tutotn 
35IfT*T ^nTaRin # ^?HT ^ f#5 


E; [• I ici I *n ft 


^nraicw #5 incT ^ #5 firfto 
f#tot % a? am# to Ttoto 
ftor # aTHiTiacT oraar c® 

#5 ato at aat aas 3?57#t^ 
?Taa5T7ftoH ^ 3ft7 fe aof# 
ijca? asT Tran ^t to tor #5 7IW 
tor yif^u awar stir ftor 
TO #aT TTatr arow tor 
arraTaaj tot f, aiHfcf>Hj) 
totri?tato|t layftorwro 
3?iaaaa5 tot lit % afr ato ^ea5 
tor 13# aaR a# to ton# arr 
amsT ^nr aiR a><crt ^ fofrto? 

^jFaiftorTO,!t I nfeato 
^trr 35^ #5 fto#ai7 ^ 
aF^^ a^to uriiidb^ui ^ 
WTO crw arar asTO ft tor ^ 
TO a^to ^ ^ anagij(ft 
ft I w ana^TO tot ft 


nr arro t % ^ ?F^ #y 
ffic aiaoR a# ^ tft 
3fr ^pa5#t tofffia aato naror 
TO ft I ctottot 5?T 

^rto ftor 

raiffir f^, wn ^ aiTni^ ft 
3#7 atoR TO# a# 
aRffeifcwt # arro?: t ato 
ftoner #? twt # tot 

nRT i9ii THRcIT f^’CtiisT 

arfto fean totosw #> 
a5Pj;7 77 toswnfr avia tot 
ft I ^ atoter 
#Olf#35 JfeCI #5 fitot 
aiftjPwM a# wrjtot ftnr 
3Tr Tiasar fti nfir ar 

aaiTOgot I# 3#7 

atot totoz# #5 ato # 
ftorer^T^ I iRsittot # aficT 
to # 3#7T WMfa>i/ to # 
atoatowr #5 tiw totr 
ftorr jit aro ar^ ## 
ftom # 3TO nr fStor ## 
7RR af^f^nfa # ## ^fa> 
tot a^ Tftt «St I c*itot riTT 
ar?nfti^, 

^a?toai^, a^fto to 
awTOfifft i 


nr totroi# tot ft % 
mtot^t a# atoa^ 
anatoar ^ca> a^ # 
tourer# awar awara^ 
awar an# aifeasi# asr 
^ww mto tot ftoiT ft 
^torfe - anto #5 nr 
atotasT# ft ctoWt^t # 
31^% to # aroar m«mi<i 
^ to # atoantocT ^ 
®iarr7 fcnr i a# 3 Rt 
near aator asab# # aro 
tosr auto wirnr ft 1 
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ifHcn^r ^ tm tjwaiT aataptT ^ 
^ cim 3i«igT 

TOTR M ^ pntKT te ^ I 


(5)»TFRm 3Sr -iiwidil ^ RHT 
«^ct» 35 iHj ToSffl 

fttTlftl35T 35T 3lftl35R 3*27 ^ 
qr t fe "31^ ^ cTTo^" 3^ bV 
3Cfr it Tli %3137t ^ 1^ 1 

^ouft, ^ eWT it Tti ^ 

trer'«?'««« amr izas 

mR t H na5 TTDttit^ 
^rarthrr I aira^ya fT«zT t 
f&5 " di>4ut wrti" ?jfg5 
3lk it %gl3^t S itg ??F% 
I 


(f) BRm ^ itWW tgrIR 35^ 
^rasit f ^ iRitit 

aftrf^TOR ii BratTR ^ aicTicT 
TTHJicJ^jf ^ccn ^ 3Tf^351^ 

f\ 


3t) iRtBBrr^imT?35 
itirPicb ai^iiT 11 arrianfucT % 
aiB^ gg f^rrar 25 1993 

5iRT Pl^G’i ai^^rfcT ill'll tD’<^ 
aiB^ jicTOR 35T ?nf3^ arm^ 
iswp Bi?T Krf 35^ ^ 1^ 
torruTi wMSi ^ 

a^ctjj ^<i<iM ?i. 15 yfci 
CT ^ f^t^T3 ^ fe^iT ejT t gjfwff 
^ 3ci<>ng gi?T 
RTT WR B? FRM/?Tt3S7T 3TR 
ftzR W|i5tcb<ui gnte tIT I 

aiTianiud ^ skt 

H'trufeirt I^RR I?3 5flcl1 3^ ^it35R 
?7T t 

(3) G ' H - i) ' >i t i t h ^fe3^ ^ 
jtil^i fd. i5 [h^gH 3)t 
^it35R 3rRT cWT antrr fcT. 
35T IRit^flit SKT idf^d 
B3 gjcff 35t ’litebK 35^ 
gj^RT, U35 itr I?3 35FJ^ Tm 
3tR35T^ ai^3tJ clril BSrt ^ it3’ 

♦jloUfi MHliyici 3><dl f I _ 

(^) oliIot oiM^^cn^ US) 

a?^3lT 3jt ^cb'R 3)RT 3^k 
^ ai^itr ^ 3tj35r^ ?mi3 3^ 
$d3)K 3>^^^feTT3ncTTf I 


ts^ 02 1999 3^ 

anigr iti?i?*rit srt jn^Tfcrar rirt 



cii^c^ji «jCTD d-qici'ii cititit 3st g^ri 

LJHi)»S)<St ip ^W l lll3>K UT ^^laiftlcbK it3 ^IT 3 iRJcI>R 
atfbgsR its ^ ^ 11 di^d^d ^c35 ^ 

RTitit aiftifS^H M 
airi4ci *1^ ^ I 


g?r ^3?t4 fe qgrt ct) itg 
g^ri itj itiiln* a?^3tr cit 
jNtlfe RlihStft 5R[ 37T^ 
pFTTgr IRT 1 TIF >5t 
3Ritg5T4 f arriatricd A 
cgititft ^RT U'Wlfdd 
gg sTcit 3^ <i t diK m i 
ggSf M.gjfi 35P3^ ^535133 
^ ^ ^agjit t jhnfe 
UHil>Sli t sm attiarrigrT ^ 
f3?53r 3T[^ Fmrar w f 1 

aJi»jH ^ fq'CkPi 3TRtB cimi<^i 

wt I api^^ 

gjFJJ^t 'OcTJidC ^it ^ <icndl ^ 

altr ynil'Jlil d'qfi ^rit '?T3)it 
fTCiT ang^sH 

3^ its ^ 3it its 

^ 3 T?R^^ 3 tk 3 ^!! 35 ^t I 


gjiititit pg atiiattiucT ^ 
ihr 035 gsFjs^t ?tot itr 
ar^gtj cii$c^di gj?35 g^^j% 
i5 tfr I g? 4t 035 
^d>K c1«Z7 fe 

aiijai i juci % gRi 

ywifcin Ptci*i gg gtcft 3it 
^itg5R fegr m ^ % 

iNt Bfitt i5 its 035 

atnanfr at^ f 1 ^ 

cri'^41 'Otwdc ®T fVi(£^ia 
rtn; ^ a^k atiiaoiocT 

3)1 3Rita5R 3)T 

aTftjg5R ^ !?mT g? 
g5firfT ?fjca) 3)T ^<iciM R 

35^ I o*tititit ao^r 
arrianiocT srt feo 

go ar^it^ 3>r ^3)K 
gitg5^t I 


fe fiRta) 02 1999 351 











III—^^4] 


wi TTTO : sraitM 



^ JctWH ^ tiw tsBm 
TOT 8IT I ml^iTi W ig??g ^ 

f^IoffcT ST^TO fjRTir ^ 

ohfnfe vrc^ 
3T^9tr srfti^^RPT 1872 ^ 3TtSt^ 
STTcRfqcF t, a)T 357 fen 
TOTI 


ITRcT i\<(b\< ^ ^ TO7ITT? m 
^Stnr ^ fetTR 35t 3Tq^ 
STfeqjcRT 7t.5221 ST7T fertsR 
26.10.2006 3)r 3<fli^f^d 

fem^l ^ fedTT % 
^t*TT37T ^T5r WT fe 5T^ cii^ci^oi 
STN ' ^yR ^ fezTT TOT «IT, 3^ 
7T?flfetT 337TTIF #*TT ^f ^nte 
TOT It I 


^■Untl357U|' OT nTTTcT 3TIJT^ 
HI<pfc1cb 57TO ^ feSTcft 
3ffreFT It 3W3T ^ 3TO TW % 

WfcT ST^atl 3)r 3T7teT7 
cRcnIt jhfean^lt i 


26.10.2006% 
TIjTS 3Tfll^^ % 3Tcr feTT^ 
^ afeiTT? ^3%? 

35T feSTR fe[|T 8IT, # 3^^% 

^%5f^ ir (TOf^r =T#t) 
%3H ilpvftirrt ®T C35 
^3f 337W 3?^ #ITT % 

i51cR rTTZTT TOT tJTI fTT 5T3>R 
3W^ 7TO %t 3F?T ^ 
3TT^3T^UcT % 7<fe 
35t 7%35T7 357<^t ^ fe 

Mr<lf» 1 d> 7TTO n7 #h2cn2q> 
TOf iSTW 35V % ifitR 

5T#t«ITl 


W 

26.10.2006 % ^ 
337W 

% ite ^ m 3W3T 
337ITTF toV % 
^■dllcb STT^STI^Ud % 3T3T 

f%^T |t 5^ TOu m 
3cT%Sr 3TT3TO^ fe 
TTsn^ imr^ ^ AvdUMi' 
WR ^ tenry %t 
#m (26.10.2006 ^ 
q?^ ) 3ik oNnfe sfer 

usfq^f^<5^ tlT^ ^ %3T 5TT 
^tbdl |t 3^ 337T1TF 
’^Stqr % 3Tn % 75q BRTOT 


(xxxii) 



02.6.1999 

3TT^ ^ ^ TOT |t fe 75.15 
bIcT S5T %t 37 TOl^WllcT % 3lt7 
37 3T^^Y3R ^ THW ^T^J^V 
eDHji'l'Cl ^ci*?l q%Vt I 


37T TOT^ ^ |RTY qp^ % 3^5^^ 
cTOT dWI^jft q7 felR 3lV7 
3 q ^3^ 3 T^ij;< 35 tV PiHfdRad 
TTiftcrf: 

(3?) 43 7 m g % gigtV ^ 

% 1%^ 35T ^rafeJT t 

Tioxii % ^37mF 5%fr 

toV qr TTcrfV^ 3lfefWT 
1963 %3TcT4cT^7T35crr# I 
(w) 3!Tt B35 fM^rf 3T^ 
3TTf 3TT^M % 7TTSI *flcqci f 3lV7 
3?t 3RT 7RFT TTcfTT % 7TT«I 
STTcTTR % 3TTOR BT 
fqutTT fecrr TOT f I 
(TT) ^ SRTjtt t 3TI3TO35 
Wd3R . VI7<5V7| 3T^TO 

3 iftifwT 1872 % 

t ^ SRcM, 731^5% 
3^k f37n7 fe^TTO ?c7nf3 I 


ii^a:L;»KaK;pg-it5gfl¥!Bl 


Snftl9>^^ cWT kPTR^ 

02.6,1999 % 3n^ q7 

1T%?TT 2B73T |RT% f3«iti 
J%r U3 3TOT3 % 3W 3%C 
jTfrt 3TT3TOa5 ^TtTT TOTT tn I 




hni^r^^ciniL 


3T7^V?>tT # SfT 
5T7T YtT fe^ 3<^'^IT A 
cp^ nf f 3^7 35filcT 
3T^^fd %r 7^3517 
faTOTTOTt I 


(3t) qy 3T7to7 f 1% %rf 

^p35 qt€ '^qi % 3T?7 63 % 
fel f^fercT feTTT jTT 7T3>cTT # 
qTg 3^ 3i^;7rtr otM 

srlfenr % ^ i m 

Pj|^<td fdficTI d<dl ^ tcb ^<51 

fetq 63 % PiRt'c 

^f35TtJT7 q7 STOlfTcT ^ 1 
fe 33731? % 

fe^ %#T35 gratiR 

®T JctdVH R^T 357 '«®dl 
fjRT# ^tdfgtld TTItt ^ fe 
%gfT 3H Hfi<^l g3 'ftroDT 
^T?7t 3^ g^ toV % 75q # 


T?ITM^ 5KT 
Tq^Tiq ^ 06 

^[S ^ 35?T tot ^ 36 
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2r)gif 1994#5T??.15sf% 

«IT 3^tT 2IT 15 ^ 

^ asm' ^ imr #i 

3^ ST cl^ g^r ^ 

frol^sqTTRn^i 

fi S^rSfTTT 

^ % fm ?>.15 ^ ST 
f crar fg^ 

^ qr feer 

^Fh^ipp? sir lisTTn^ #jtt ^ 

*fRT oTTI?, fTI#5 
3Tf9tr ^ 

y4¥i ^ ^ Ti78^r atr 
^ 3fcIcT T^ FF H 
^ dl l 1 1 

C^ 5n5p^^ ^?7RJ h %,^icl 
w 3Tr Trascfr 11 

a) feoT w 

f fl^asiiif TTstSt 9jca) ^ T^q 
??.15 jjf^ sq aJT 

a5^ 5fr cIT53T^ 
31tq^?H ^ lihzqsPrT 

qr SSTTO^XTT #5 STgT 
w^iqpfqr^ i 


qHT an sajsr t sft .feniF 
g a§t 3TtT jn??t f f^ m 
2^ VRc?|<^ aitofJSrqM cTPJ 
fj # I qpt otW 3lftrf=m 

^ a§t tiRT 2(3 tr) air ^mjFT 4 

Sr^sdni I 

a?t aaraqr ^ 

3flq»<4®t1l 5# % I 

^ pq^Wr^rsm^jrroriTqrr^ I 

5r 

^ S) ^ f^TOTT %qr w ^ fe 
a5ifr uir^r^M «WT anfanfe 
^ ^ ^rnffcT ar^ircr TTOT 

r srr^ PRRIT w # I ^ 

j arara pa TStfjfa ^ 

j 4, anqj mn 
f 3T^3n^ a5r ^aaa fgjr aSt 

P 3rftTogf^ ^ jjr I 

^ 3TI^3n^ cTOT 

^ ®ift 

fMfa 3T^atr ejT i 

17^ a??r 3T^ 3i^pnRt qr 
t aitr qr aa^r 
fasR 3 a awa>a i =# 
f\ 

^) ^7FT7anT%w w t 
tt.TS jrf^ gar aft sr sir 
1994 4 a^ 7 ir{ tft 
Tnm pa 3f^ t i ^ 

fear nar t fe p*rfhft?ft SRT 

3rq% 3?ftj*T^ ®T qwqia«juf 
aw jRftTT %qT TTOT # 

I 

s) a? §HcbH few aar fe 
^ftFPPcr qr aar y f tnciH 
asm? ^ftar ^ ^Tctt /aaraiF 
B%5fr anf aft ^lar t jNtt fe 
v mMi t srrr aa^ daw I 
aarti 

q) a? faaqr fipar aar ^ fe 
ia?5f^ ^ ^ a5T 
37^;TRqT caaa sqa^aas grar' 
wirT iJaite graopfr aft 
I c!Tij;f^3rr^ ^l zy^ftpr 
aar t ui^Pra^ sqra 
^ fajTRT asT argqipR Tnft 
qaff ^ 31^^ uaisft pa 
qfsRTOfr ^ araft ft #a 

arf^ I 

T) p qahftft ft ^ TftaJR 
fear # jftp^aprr,'' u i ^Ti i di 


^ qit sa^safpcT srt 
feiT aar f 3fr paftW^ 
ftj yrriia / % 

ala^ pa 37#q?r # attr 

pafttftl^r siTT air 
^ ftt srar fftjqr aar t 
SF fMa T>q ^ STtlT 

^TcTft ft5 feiT aar % 
aftr SF gpf?iq ft 

I 














wi gif aw 

sicftai #11 % 5# 

OTI Wfi agro # #ro 
3n#T cWiT tfhzQSBw gi^ 
i«MI? #Rt ^ QT 3W 

fanK 535^ # aiga^dsdi lit 
^1 - ■?■.■.- , 

h) d# #€t3iRl23 
fe.08-3-1904 cTOi ?ra5W 
#50 fe.24-2-1998 feRPK 
aiftRT lin pirft## OT # 
TJf F 1 3afiRff>^ WCWR5RT 

a^if ag»i% 1# # i!j # 3lk 
# inf t WIT i? ^Ras#- 
#T ^ Mjit 1# fapajT »i<^i ^ I 

gOTiwiiTFafbfww 1963 

# OKI 52 ^ 3TcM?t irae 

aKiT anaioar f 3lk ya# 
3T#, aste am 1997 a5^ ca? 
##tR 15 cm 

#5 fgOT ITWcTOT HiRjdWUI 

^ urn 25’3-1997 ^ gw 

4CIV lip ^ iR^i) 

H i Ri(ft<u i a5r ateK # i 
swda'H aw ^ irnr 

tn fi.OOrl 1-1998 
a5# ^#mt I 

a) ^ ^feditui 

# ajifaif, arar / 
i?tir gavirt? Bl# iycoil M 
%Q am w 4 # a^, 
PK«fa) 3ftT PmaRTT, wncir 
ca Mi<ipfn<j) rnio ^ Ri^T# 

# 5'Hfclli ■ftmr PlifiH ^ % 
HH41o UlfiWKUl $5qT a5#5 
tRca Tita a^r f^Km wr ^ i 
7>.15 sfa a=T asRff #a# 
gms agj% ait J^Kvhyci 
MRcil^d feoT 110T 01 ^l5 

am an# g?a? 
ag^ 4 feoT iior 

^vifcD 3WT latiK aK^" # 

ara^oamr afrr jft 

f^Rm^TRTKWmifTtt lor 
TTOT 

ai^aa^ am # of otoot 
4 ao^ ar^ foaSt aro a^ 


fO WR# 4, aojM# hi«N 

(I). hh*¥Io aif^appo, 

ll^"iK{d 4 gufsonfijR 

am ama ai^ wiaaora 
^N^5!H 0^ gM4m aoR 
ag^ 4 # ipilMhft # araoi 
?wi iprfMI# am ftoi^ 

o6.o3.<»^^3 # qjfto 

^waopff ^ 
3*if otto 

WR % alf^ a? 3|N|^{fl|rl 
am iR fii#i # 

aR^aiRai^i 

(H). 
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SRT ^ aft 
(TOT WFfT ^ 
Pl'W«5W ^ WRDT 
35^ f 3ftT airftM aft 
foliar (g^^i jiiu ffty a? 
3T1^3n^IZCT 5RT 4^. 

^ ajiaf 

^avcrauRTasft i 


5.3.^ ^ 3Ti^3Tr^ ft ^ ft awft uf^maH f^nich ^ 3TTO90H0 ft«naafftai% 

^ Plfer at; ?Twft fftetaftf ^ aa# aR aRfir ft i snftsnItjH ft awft wlrmian ft 

3?g T ft ^ arR ^ ft tr ^5jaJR ^ ft ^ ft 3^ W ft % 

tft?^ ft, jte ft ^ g^: ft srt^iqi^sT ft ^ tto ft aft? aift^ 

l^ar aai ft ^ 3Ria?T ft rwr / nfri^jci ft ^ vRift atnwi ft*n fti ^ m<^ic| ^ ^ aa 

3igft«i w ft aft? anftsnftt;^ sm gaan ^ aft ^ aft ftfta % 3Rf»fa ^ aft «?r aft SIR % aiw 

aiq?Tfft)aiM!n;ftftraTa?^l?af^ ag RTf ^»yu i araai ft i 

5.4 »{^4l<n ^ arcirH R?5iier ft? ari? 4 snftanft % 3 bt fftfta^ ftft wr 

3nftaaftt;cT ^ f^ifta^ a? 


vnM. 

CTiWW ft? aTORR y??TW ft? H 

AKi inft 3RI SRtftti 

anrftgnftGff ft? an^dtr ft? ct 

arrftcRnftg? 

(!) 

w. aiiftsnftuFT ^ ?nain jTcrir (g^sr 
5T?RIF^ 5RT ft jlua^Ud (^ 

cnftc) ft? aTFft ^ # era? sTcrr 
jHcTTft aft Ga? ft? ^^TrauftrasT? da 

Gft oTcT ^tar ft) an?? 8JT 1 ga srasi? asnit 
oTcrarR d arioft q? ^t?t1ftTg feqr 

3ft? aaftsaftm ft? asTift ft??mTa5teaTaf 

wad? a§t cT?q? oTift ft uaj^tSt(ft ft? 

d^ta #ai3ft ft? STcfftcT BTfsffta? oTcT 
3iadftt d gaT?ft ft afr g?lft? iftihfdd) 
a5T?tTr d ft d1ft?a fdftft uadtS)^ afr 
a? siR^cdk ft ftc^t ft fa? cjp 

ajTM d aaftaaftcc? afr wft d dafljd 
Gp^afr ft? fc!G 3?id atg^ a?^ d?afe 3a^ 
dtaru a?iTft / deft ft? -ftcbi-d?ui ft? 

51^ aftf ftt ?ftt ft aft? fa?dr d fih d 
cadd^t 5T?r afift dt dar qan aftf ^ aft 
ft] 

anftaaftGci a?T arar fa? ??d? oIctoh 
G*? itd€f aaraiF da ewr 

jidtar ?¥raT ft? ar?? diGasGcT a? da? 
STcia?? fft?qT acr err 3ft? fsp Gadd<S) 
nj^c^ji 3TW^yi ft? ?T^ d ^ca? a?^c1dl 

?n?ft*r ft afr fttuasGc? dcft?aT??fa5aTaaT 
eiT.! a? %>vfacfa5?d ft? fftfGft 1 fftara? 
03 3ia^ 1994 ft? dfar ^ 
BiteKUl 5RT and Srftl^tHT ft? 31^?n? 
aaftaaftiici ^ a?te da a? 

cng5^ aaa^GH a5?d ft? srad 
oT^WR afr da? sTHar saa^era? eai 
da ^ gift dt d 4 atn ad 
af^ d ft 3ft? g?rad ?ffaT ofr aaftaaftccT 
ft) fde ai^dlfftd ?eiH ft area aaftaa^ 
3rad ci^k ^iciax 

Cll^C^ol 3TTat?R 1ft)?rT 8IT 3ft? 3?a 
dfGa5GcT da a?r ^?3a 3 tgt ^ fts?aT? 
dtar ft? dfa? saar ft i 

Hi4(i?Uai, 3aa^aR[ gdfdy ?r? ?a^ ft fft? 
?nfg?GaT 3aa^?R ^ 3t?^ ft? IrIG- 







[W\ III—?5PT5 4] 


«!RcT ^ TTiRl : 







^ ^sgpr jftwwd ^ ^ ?tiR 5Tcf% ^ 
1^? I d>f^Jd CTi^cxiiJi sfw^^n ^ 

^ xM ^ 

4 RTR BiR^ ^ 4 5Ri 

3 ?^^fifl<T 3 mTO '«* 1 '«i*lRiq 5 ^qjisl ^ 

3fl53n|CfT 05 mtR\ raarc ^ <HTiod |5m 
f I ^ ^taiu c>?M€r yteRor % 
SlfilPfWT JRxTT fty ^ 

OiftlO ’t1*40JIC^l*1 ^Q)i^ 3^tT 3^^ 

fipWRT 3W ^ ^RgfT 1^ ^tU I ^1? 

f2icii'^w^ci fty Sn^i^ifci 5RT 
t^<nK IcDMI <|C4| % QiHlI 9^ 9^ '^CI ^ 

TOtt qr •^Iftl-dRd ter W # 3^k ^ 
913^ ^ ^ 

^Jl’^fl 1? I ^ OlOfl 9^ 

G>rfWt€y 5RT y9R ^ 9^ ^ran? <roT 
j*io5l ^ 4i<i4<i 39^ 01^ ^ 

^tro # ^ skt 

sifecf 39ftR # f I 

9^ ititmf^ ^ ^ 913ft ^ 

4i\iiM \ 9gcT gsfe9 tftftt I 99^W^ SRT 

asR ^ lif ^ftanaft ^ jraiPF^a ft 
zjiaiTO 99r qifttef^ c^ iif, ^ 
9ft qidRl l d ^ ft Wng ^ 9f sttr 
3=^1 tftfft ftj ^ntr after f^igscdT ft? 919^ ft 
1^ jllft 9Tft 3999519? 39151 3 1 Hd) T ^ 

ftt9^ I 913ft ft? UdWH ft? ^ 

^ % -34 G9ftWt€r 9ft ftl€ ftt913ft ^ 
qR999955fl F I 91511 95 qR999 ^ oRR 
9§t1 % ci^i'C Wlftl 9 ft 'caicTl ^9lft ^ 
31 I 0951CM I ^ ft ^ ft ft TpRft ft 3ftT 
9515J U9ftftft^t FRT f&551T 311(9 ft I ft 9«5r 
9?^ ^ ft MH i f^ i d ft fip anftaii^cci 
^.913ft ft? fk? 53(F ft99 5# ftRT ft 
C9fttft^ 9RT 99R # 9ft ftqsft 951 
3q5ftiT fgsi? aft^ ^TF15RT fft9T ftft 
ft99T 9lft ft Hdt4/*fl*iK4 957 Tift? I ftftt 
ft Pift99 ft anftaiRGfT 951 iftgiff 
^ 951 ftt91 951 aftlTT gjlTit/ftcft 

^ ftteRRR ft? 9ftt iepcii 9511 3^7 
G9ftW^ 5171 9ftft ftqi ySR 9ftt 3^ 9ft 
aiTlRT ft 3^7 3Tlft 999517 f959T' 
jTRrft I 
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3F7# a§y irtn itr%t ^ 

311^^1 zr^r^: 20%^^ 
ajgr jtt TFT f WTFT fei? m ^ 
anit TnjtSt ^cg> ^tihr an^3 ti|gct 

^^3^ ^ ^ cTTfe sm 

29.09.1998 #5 ^ ^ arq^ ttst 

ferraj 5-6-1998 srt wt fe?r err 
STT^an^ccT qcilfd^f ai$<:^(^uu>U(i) 
qr titaifcia wft 957 altrr qrgcT ^ ait tif 
? nnf^ ^ UT^ ^ a^r^ irnr 

3^ 3?w^!?H ^ ^ Ti^ ^ I 

3TT^3TT^I?Fr ^ qF^ ft STflrajlft 3§t ttRTT 
3lk ^TR7<7T ^ ^nld^ ^ t jft aTCT 3lk 
9TFT arrq^^R ^ gjirit % 

TT^ftjcT^ca^ ^ 3qi#r f 3lk3qc^ qtq 
^ ^ ^ # jfr 

ttJTf^ cfk qr arrnTcr, arraToftTr f cwr 
3nfy 3R%5cT attr tetfer 11 


. $HcbK T^ ormr 
V aqcfar Trmqt a^k ^ ^ m 
' antan^ ^ fqgicr ^ ^ cttf 
f I 

‘ (i)' qi^fqm / q^ 25-11 -1993 
■ ^ aq^ari^ ?jTT 

fjRT^ ir gjftjcT aqq^^Ffi 

^1^31^;qfq qn^tTT^^ I 

(ii) g5T Trascq faqras 08-3- 

1994 ?nTT gqrjt ^ qjriTJFr 

q^ jSI (a5tef(^^^ 
anq^^ ^ ^ T)CT #) jfr'?T. 15 fll^ 

gq ^ TTift ?jcg^ % tto ipm qr m i 
g§t #qi3fr i 
(jii) qqM^ gjTq^ 

^ ^ g5T^ |e aq^ai^izcr aste 
#j ^qrTR §5 gjtZT ^iqr I 
iv) aniaq^ q^r q^r f^.24-10-1994 
loRi^ aq^ST^ucT ^ qqiWti^t ^ ai^Mfd 
jnqr 35^ ^ gste 355 ^^ ^ tto 
?t. 5,00, 000/- 35T aqrfMa? ^qqR fen 
I " 

qcto pn^fq qq ^ prin pR^n 
a?! % I aq^aq^ gn uq<i1i5^<n ^ qsr 

13.25-11-1993, nq#cS1€t w fjtfyg 
13.08-3-1994, uq4)q)(^ 35r qq I 3 .15- 
10-1994 afh- aq^ar^m w qjT ft.15- 
10-1994) 

jq^rafT rTKcfr ^ tif 1 1^; 

(i) qqfWI^I afk aq^aqfi?fT i cgy 
feffn wm ?j fjRT^ aiqiItT a n^aq^uci 
T». 15 qf^ sq ^ 3T ^ 9Jc^ c>5 ^qcTH 

TT?qq 8n jfr ^ qr^ ^ #TOf 1 ^ 

asfe cnfSTGjT aqq^?Fff qr gqql it ^ 

fP aijft ^ qirqqq ^ fe OT I 

(ii) aqfaq^ ^ qr^ # fen fe# fetj 
^tt. 15 ^gjfeT^prgjgn^jTicqqfe^n l 

I ^ qRfwIdifi # aq^aq^ uHj1t1\<D 
a^ T>.15 qfcT 3q ^ gjfer ^east asr 
^qaiq oj'c^ ^ fe? aitzT altr jcnraitfr ^ 

I 

pq^Wl^y ^ arq^ q?r ferfe 05-6-1998 
STTT jqr^r a?r an^ aTc% alt qoiqr 
35^ ^ 3t9^ ^ fmm qr qcnfe 
asnil ^ siR ^ ^ fe anfaq^PcT it 
asgri cfr ?fr, qr 'tiriilcici asrrfl 



[m m—iBiD^4] 


3(l58®IcT 2I1 3WR®f^I ^ 

3rPe*f iWWl TO ? I wmtllmm Sm 


^PCPT <sr wn^ tsifeinws ftoBSjf wr iliwiRli' 





(tj) to ti?r WTO (^-11^1^8 w 
^ 3m# # #ra5i^, »#, 

^ 3?#r 3lk 5ipi ^ 5^ af^TO 
1963 ^ srteR % qf^ t i #R«r 
23‘feTO 6/3/1994 3#?I5.6Q 
24-2-1998 # 4 h^4 ^ s 
TO «wf t G3 ^ 5^ 3#^TO 
1963 ^3#ra5R«#^Qt^TOa5i^ 


ipR»srip?4% I 

3^7 ^ difed 

TO7 # W74 isr iryfeasR 

is TO fWWi # gsfed 
IRff % 3## qw ^ M7'-W^ TOTO 

twt^ f ^ ^lerolt % TO t % 
W®^ »tTO Pmf^ 3i^^ 48 
w 49 ^ nrrain# ^ a?f# ;^wfTO 
^ ^TO T1# ^reff# 

3^k «ftm3f3t^ifee*rit ^ frf# 
BTO ^ 8FmT%4!r ^ TOW IT# 
^ TO ^wlf# 3# ijiyvrft df 

{^ C*l4l^ 3##TO% 31^52^ 
33 M 3T«^ cmtet dSt m 

HTO Wm f? BTOTOT tfS Tfffl ^ Wm 
w ^ aidWB # # fT: msi 

TiR ^ m t, TO 3RP I 9#fr 
46 ^ TO I 

TO TOFC ^ TITO % tTO tro 3ff 

*^^ 4^ ?iro / ?ir TO as7f7 ?ht 
^wSto aroTO dTO feTTOT tori 
^ TO i#km ^ qRS^ 1TO 


BBf 0W wTJT ci^ tiit^f ^iCTCf 
4, TO OfTO It 3# 3TO?T t I Wf^ M 
aifTO ?»#BTO M TOTO 5pw 

Iff TO ^ ^ 

tew^TOTO^ITOi TOTOiT^t 
^ TO # airaTZTOfT ^ TO^ m 
«i!qro Tot rTO t I zitwiTObTO 


3217 GI/11—4 
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93 ^ r?Rr F I ^ jit^d p 

35 Pfft ^ frtii . 15 5 lfF ^ ?iT ^ gspj? 
TWlSt TTfiT cTOT 

3 §t ^fimcTT ^ to t I ‘Wft % 
^fnito gii toto ^ ^ 
5 nto)HUT h 3 ?to 5 R ^ ^ t ^ % 
^ I F’^icw 

yfcf^ito Tm ^ 3 itoR ^ % 

?TFT # cWT f?T Wim % gjiffr SlctoricT, 
^n<TR ^ to a!T% ^^^T^T F«IT 
ST^TnTT 3 lk?i .15 

^ SR<Tito ^TFr t 3 ^N■ to 

iETPto=T 3^^ sntriT ^ toto a§l’ 


(Tj) to ^ ^.a3TRl 23 fe8-3=^ 
1994 3^k Ttor ^.50 f!r.24-2-1998 
to #5 UFto^t FRT RTIT 
^ f I 3^ to #5=^t57 ^3R3F5R ^ 3f^^lfcl 
^ # 3 ?hr tor fe y^ ^ 5 TF 

3?fbtow T963 ^ 3T^ti^s 52 4 3TtoRf 
^ ai^to t I gsratoSN cftr trr 
TTjfqto =# 35 ^IRITt, 

95to3^5^ 1997 ^cgsTT^tor 
15 5 RT tor trtt t stk 
intoy^ur 25-3-1997 ^y^tM.^to 
jrgra^ yitos^ui # ^ tot # i gsto 

y^ ^ 3Tftffto 1963 h 
crrauRlr^ytti 3 ytoTttntotof?r 
^ gSRUT CFlto^ ^ tM TT^ 9 jcg^ ^ 
to TOT ^ 35 R 7 T 5 fr 3 TO yaSR ^ ifr 
(Ti? TOTcT 3 ^k qtro ^ 


TOtsPcT #3 3TST 3lR aiFT 3 fdc1H0 [ ^ to^ 

TOto^ FTTT TOTT TOT ?T. 15 yfF 4t.F=T 

^^jcasi cftr qr gg? ym 

^??q # ytoto to t toy tos^f ^ 
to ^ fto TRto g^ Fttt fto 

RiT^i^ g^ ygr-T3% jiidl i cryi^ '^cg? 
gSt ?Rg 5 R fttt ^ ^ ti^ yr 
3?itnto to tnto i y^ ^ ^ 
3?ftjtoR 1963 h 3T5t^ 48 ^ stto 
g# M TOT 35 T tosrt ^3 to toto to 
cnto gfr toy ^ ^ 3 q (g % to 

gcTTgygf) g^ ^ cTTOTT TIZIT ?Jfg5 pgj 

tor g^ tot g^^crr ^ i ^ ^(pri 
tofgt to gTTT g 3 rf ^?r to ygR 
to ^ .# I aw gf tor ^ to to qj 


' sygrogscTT tot f t® > 5 n sro 
gto # t ygR ^ iif tosf^ gy tor 
Fim to foTto ^egs 3 ? 3 t g§t gy to 
^ I yfg g5T^ Jll ^TfdFT ^ fefg 

3cd<«T41 % TO ^[cgj cto to yiftrato 
% TOTO7 cTW ymr gs^ # i ^pasggssr 
g>'(A ^ 37'^ffiTFr '^gf gsr Fcg 
ITO 31 TgTO 3 Ptotf^^TOR^te 
3 mtofr stor ijhctr ^ 

yks CtW 3^d?#il Ufkl cP'^ I 


^ iqqiy TO e w ^ ^ ^ 
to ^ 

^RTO 74 >r 4 ^^ to^ 3 wgiftgrfti#TO^ 
g^g TO?f % ^iqiTO 4 ytoto to ^ 

TOT ty SWcIT TOto ^ TOlU TO t ft? ftft 4 

ftto qqtot toifto % agtoi 
to ^ 4 cpftici g?r g Tfr 

TOcT ’H 75 FR ^ 4 ^ q 5 l angro^ t gi #r 
to TORT % RT^TTO 4 qrg nft i d to 4 ?r 
snTODPSciT ti TO tor to 4 r totro^ftsyr 
TOgr t ft) tom wn^ toiftro 
^^^5 ^ TOrroff g^r giFJ siftgjRygRTSFmr 
f ITO ftryr TOcTT ^ Tjtoft^ tor 
to gsg 'ei 4 )di t / Tjg TOT to yiftrj 

3 wgT to^ntor tolftg to to yr^y 
toi^i 


atotoJ^ m ftgrg to * ft? wr torto4 
to ^ TOisT cTM ^mr ytoi, to ^pr, 

afftoro alt7 awrafty) 4 I ^-ftyni^gN, 
TOuft, 4 gT RTOT 9)^4 yto 4 ftt^d 
^ 4 to4g #y toij I aflm ygg ^Hw, 
^ 4gy FRTOT ^ 4 to to yiflq to 
ft?TO 4 «ry ifr gtor 11 to wiftg g»)Ri 
3Tra?yg)T to t ^ ygn 4to % 1^ ■groH 
feyi TOT ^cgj q? to new TOT g>T inf% to 
yiftqi yft 9)1^ vit towfr ^ 

Fto ^ gqy nrfto?^ 4 wy tot ^ 
niF^i, 4 gT argyg 4 to^ ^ 

4 gic TOmr 11 TO arrgTy^ to t % tor 4 

Ipto to oyftg ^ ft4y tot mm tor 
toq sreTciT ^Fgr totot % ftry tot ftror 









[W\ III—^30^4] 









3<TR% 951 aSRI ^ # I 
qgc^t 9RT ^.15 ^ ^ ^ 

Rtilxui ffeir w 3ik ara^ 
^ % 9^ m? m 5r9R aft 
^rao# ^ ^ ^tro ^ ^ 

sHt f«RT 3 tRi®r ^ 1 

31^?^ 49 ^ 3Tcrfcr ®r Pirf^ui 3 it 
31^^ (i?) % (Sr) # aWcT ^ 
fteiT oHcTf S jfr ^ ^r cinj ^St 
StcitS I 

* 9R s^tr ^59) ^ STti aSy ft^ciT^s^a: 
pr ciHi ir S 95^ 'Hww ^ ^ ca? 

^ ?>IT # CT<iJC(i SIIcIT % Jistm ^c95 
951 fa?|q cIUT ^IT ^ieTOT 
599R fiOT jncTT S I igca5C95 ft^ 

aror n9R 95 ^ %, irofir lanr, 

9oSy9rM 9{c95 ^ #, ^B9) feSR? 

cn#fr jfr ^l#alPl* ftcT 4 ^ 

ui^fncr) H<ilji*i ^ 'CtiM 9TS I 

* ^ oNnfe ?*T PwfiRT 95^ #, STffH 
aSr aS ^raiafr gca5.a^ a® few 
afr am# fenr ^ ?5a ^ TTHT am f 
I 9IF am 3a9W95 S fe 9Sr 

3aTSr Stiift* srratin ^ ma^ St, 
tixoK SRI ^Taa? yaia 95^ ar fee ae 
^ % 9?^9flld St I 

* 9T!!a ^ fcie ^ 

aSr 3T^afe^f^ 
^Hd)K 5RT cfclilfdil m a^ 

^Rfi9 tR wft ^ Riaa t^lSr Sr 
3lk ^ 95T im oft cmim am S w 
9rfcT9 ^ ’¥R®R SRT WTie 91? ciHia aT 
satnfer aSr S ^fe^ dm ar S jfr 3Tpia 
^ aiar St am S, ^ aia^ ^ 9 r cIc 9 
aad S, ^ifa cii§^t^ Sr^ srt 
a^ Trfe aSr awm alk maRi 
mS5rf^i95 jMcjil^ioi ^ 3WT ara^ ^ 
jii<Tl S at di^^ya 9^ aR ^ ^ 

aSt aiar arrant 11 esnSaar 1980 
e#1008 9ftM I 

* 35199 Ramcm ^ 3ia^ Wm 
aaSSt# asafe^ Rijar (1985) 


I af^anfw 9Ri af mam 

nn^ avqm ^nama % an^ asnN^ 

W#at^ a* (^) wM 

fjwflcT 3IR anfanfw v iw vhkt 9RR 
^ ijMl itSI a?r a?te 

pHR ^1^ ^495179^ % fel a^f 
fern aai ti aiPt aa^laa wtor filRi feri^i 
^ % ai^Kaa 

ife 1^ ^?awrsr ^ 9m 

Narnia ^ 3ifl)f?T ^ asam 11 
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5.5 

t ^ t frw ^ iiiE|fte »!RH f (|r •[•(Jl #» 

^ »apffte <i Firtir t mg # ftqt »ro»fc n i lit i mU i ai. # ane^ 

!» ^ wWTfPW tm? i» w >nr # ftr ^MPHlIIrlr anphit fti; n? 0 yWfc ii im ft 

9St ins Wtl f»: i a n ja ir ji'M #t <!«K«»##r 1 ^/“ hR^ ?I®T 

#1 ^ ^ t ^ iBfeJww ^ ^ t ^ 

# mmm ^ % %r a. 123 ^ 13W % 50 # 

vr^ limr W«? ^ ^ 3rf^ 11 


^ 3TO^ 3 ^ t p? 


3?q% 3?^ ^r cn?5^ 
^ 3lk tTc^ 3isJ 


^ tR 

tas?^ 123 ftsftar 8^1994 












- ■ \ , • • . ' i * ' ' " ' ' ' ■' I ' . '■ 'V"" ' ' ■" "•“* 

fmff 3W^ ^ tr^ m ^ ^ #3|t % ^ j^ssrrot # 

wii'to % tef iircr 3W% tci^ 

(?30 ^femG5TC^i^3fl^5fTOcT5mf^TtHr|zfeT3nt?^ 

f^qtcT % Wo^ ^ lasnft tBT t ^ tlWcR trf^ ^ 

#ifr % ?j3R?fT # 3ik a5Rft 4 kji^h tfrcft m ^ ^ krt jtt ^rasar ^ \ 

Hmm ^ 3<tt^?R cmr m»m ^ ^ jih 

#firr % qnqq^T # »fli# ^ ?i$r 

■sm gtte wf «# tnsr #tt ofr ?». 15/- q% 

^ 5g?^ ^ 3t9!CT i 

3iTq^ ^ # , wMi ft ^ M ^ f a^tr M 9 i#M 

cTQT •IhH'fillH^ H?tH f \ 

y N 

(>i) Bfsr <il€ ^ MfW5ro>T,1963% 3)1^ 33 ?Bt 46 h awn# 4? jwm 4 

B»al>4tff3i^ 4qit^3rft iai n 4gr/lfc<ip yi|3 a ^fi >?iTOawRgT^ i 

(tj) 3fk33 wis3?nrd5r^^OTrifi^#afr / 

3ff^ 48,49 ^ q^ WTO 3Tl^^f#T ^ 4^ 47i? 

I wftiff g^ tM aitt^tw, 1965 te 46 33 ^ 

m tor w grftoR q^Rjia ^ 35 to ai^p^ 48,49,42 w 47 p ^ 

owin^^l ?ro 5T 7?r ingte # 3^^c qr it 

(?) 3«i3ni gcT gm itiAWd M q? ?I5OT3T ariq^ u^^l^kfxit/’Wraf 

^ tM w ^ cTOT gsfer wM ^ 3F5fe^ 2 ^ SRf^ rm 

terf^ q^g ^ ?!5T% ^ f?w wrat irifer i fawr^ ^ ^ ^ gtfr 

g$f^3dliif^tRW3i^^46q^^5^ wflRTliifW^raqr^^ 46 ^ 

3fmf<T anisnimM w Itrow 

3ik aw tM a5t #TOft ^ lit Jim i ^stePt WiWtit a% 31 - 3 * 1 % ^ ^ ^ wi^ qr 
%F# yq ii 4ti i 3n<(>fi ifa gR ^msm i i 3iij^i<siH # wiWtit ^ $# ^ 

3frmg^^v.15q%w»g^i#»Rtqyt i3fn{anicff%gBft ^ 

^ sicTifH feqr 3^k 3 # wftR 3?5|^ wr jw 35r ^ 11 f«%fg, cw 

13ni3ffl|Ew gm te 

. (i^ ^ ^ tM q%?r ^ 

^taSRHOTW 

(^ 3ni3T g ir^ ^gn4t wH gsr^p^ 4l;i # ^ #qi3ft % wn^ 1 
^5fe?T 3?!qt^ ^ %(:! jSERT 3l#3n<eH q^ 

ipasWiraT 

sm t I 

3Mfq» trr ^ ?WcT 
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tw ftse IK Wr 3fiq^ ^ if 3w TO OT 3ti^ra?r aftra 

ST aw ftttRci agf ^ 3iniT aa aar girihM #; aiftiagr a 

(3?i|.3n^m fei? iib afeia® asm^ 
ai ?ctiia a ^^.15 ait 311^311^ a^rciiMasro if irfaiiiit 

fW ?ig # #1 ait asRia Arom iBf if sti^sii^ 5RT 

tase TIP aSRia ai?c^ airafaa asr m #) 3ir fii a5i tM #iir it # I 

(®) ^^3it7 3at3?i^^dteamiBrffa5?Rd5 3qaRv.15DfnCTi5a5Ri?r 

nriiaR m 

2” ^ 123 ftro 8-3-1994 jTRt oil 5 ^ asirff * 

5E ai J ^ fee p^ijiMlcTl ^ #»tBit it mkjwh aw^l f i 

(3f) 14q >i\ % ift, 3tlj3tljbci gki T|g a>Rici 3IIM'fPl-jj ^ ago if y 15 gfcia^T 

aff siar a ny ga mem iM # T^TBiiftCT ait^n^sifga ^ ArogcniBr # 

a^^wbsr 35^. yf tM 3ICT #nr % an^t^ aiai gr Ptaftet art an 

3n^OT#«BTiwr^gfaTOit, aihraifRanft 

^ ^ ^ ^ 3’'^ 

(P). pgi^^ay %a.l5g^CT»aitoigBcanipaia^%STORagto 

IaiJ»^*f m Ri^ici ^ HchRi ^ ^ ^ TTVST *1^ I 

gRTTrornrijii m'liD.i oii»a.tiiji gjwr fenta 10.2.1998 ft dldlcid A i Tu ft A 

^ 2™ ^^ ^ ’inf 

yf qti ^ anan # I trarot ^ * asRict 4t3tft)®w tn€ irt ftw 

W^arfteraar 

P.5221 ftaias 26 3ra^ 2006 OT srf^JlCT yf iM faamffa 

iTOT ^ aft #TOif % 3^ 

3cr ^^ashJT p ftaR IK asfer *P5Bfr a>3 (#RT ^ inftanfi era 
PCT3^g^I^Ijt€OTBa5^il€jfaPT^1f“»j^^OTM3^ffa^ 
3iyda2(3n!^ ^3iciifci3titfai?tt I 

(^ Ti ft iP to ^g-wci An it unjljw aijergsr aiw^jw ^ atirnffr jt aiA »:rfi 

- 7”'^r 31^ eai iM tor Ttnf», aiM aster M i ^ g wat atatfro it Pafar 

•flwimRo OTiil Rn +iie aft ite #Tn3it^ siaita 3 n^ # i sta: itetiift ast 

^ ETriH)€1 5 RT !Rga ^ tnaia fctias 
m2.1 998 d5 aiciifiT 3)iifa(T pn?e<«o) anntpaf % ^ sriagg® hh «r 

intii^ui 35T I 

^ ^ ^ cTr?^^ 3ITq^?Fft ^ Tmcf # ^ ^^13# #5 

^ Frf^ t t I ^.123 fiRm? 8 

. ^,1994 gJT'«iKi?[ g?t 'fieilRict ^ 3aR I^^Tras 18.12.2009 


H i«ti(iHki«i^i4g MU mt-‘. 




[mill-^sn5 4] 


31 


ftf^3iciif?T3in{3n<eCT2rfrOT^^ 

^ 13^k 5^ iiir wase: i?i|m # % V.15 iif?T 
^ ffeta 3miR# sfr iRT ^ eziR 

tonM # liS^ ^131^ #W5BH 5j^ ^rnf / #j?i 3# tr^ 

3fl|3fl^KCi sm te tip ^ ^ wror |P f l 35ftRT3?W^?Fff^ 

^tro it cirfWI^ ^ 3!^lair t ^ g? ir aiigros 

cTOT ^C4i3» ^toni BOT 35^ 3fr ^ ^ # Jtfe #RT / tfrf Rif ^ 

^ 3fw^?fK'l qr m\m 3fHT 13ilT *n^ wPr 3fr CTrfWtft ^ rm angro? 

5=?5R?g5R ^ m ^WfbcT iMy^ gir % 3i^ gS^ 
^'*Ki ^ ^ %# ifrgj^ar ^ gs^ v.15 5% ct ^ 

ggsRTT ^ 3Rm, ^.sgggg^ gififcgs # aik grer 3 t ^4 l ftg M gsr 
liagiT# t 

yi4t41£l gm %yi ^ gR^ a»f!l«igg gn^aa^qgrgRT 4 i ^ 

1 

( 

(i). ggi% g^gjR 1?^ gngr t % gggw gw ftgi ^ tm ?ir t gsm gin&g 
^PRiggrt iggi^ ^ tft?^ jh 4I4IAgfiiwgf sgg1Nvo6.og.<i^xgg5^wffi? 
«fgR gggig^l^ g^ w grpigg^ 3n^ 

gg eii^cx'o*! gsnff gi^ gp^ % gwpm ^ gW^ <f gRigg#m <igr # i gg ^ gtoR 

gff # HR if ^cxs'vfi g^ fit9w gR% % gg4l<^ gg gg^ wnWgg I 

^ ggr gilifzp^ gw gig*teg ig^ 

(H). ^x icpix ^gi giRiT J gg4Ml€f gi^ *R?n^ engcgggr ggr w fiww gw 
gr^ 1gn^ ^ggr w f i ggr^ ^ gg^ t fty iIWi^ ^ 

^g’fg gngr t ^gn% ^ giWg ^gwr ggr ij i ggi^ ggi^ t % ^hjww dg ^ gg 
t «4j<a lU^ ^gi^v^g ? (sRf) if grtfiw 

^ TO t I ggi^ ^ gTOR t % giTOR if anf^wiro gf ?^.^o.^oom if 

tgg g:gr / ^ 1^ t g|f^ gg ^ ift ijl;^ ^ % 3P^ 

gro ^ ignf^ gggr TO # I fg^ ggg^ t f^ sh/- %g^f, gw artgsgff ^ 3IRR 

^ t ^ ^g?w M ^ iwr 3n#T giro TO * 11«!^ ggggg t ftp ijggiiM 

ir^gprif^yg^f 4Nn%aB^f i<|f^ 

^Mi^%gTg7rii^c^s'^^ggrOTgrgigcri|TOig5|f#gf?W5giwR^ifigi^ttRi|ftl 

5.7. 3*^5rf^»TOgifgTi3n|^^g5g^ , 

(i) $^ia *iiiT ^ cigr ^ tfR gg^ qf;^ g5f xff^ ^fR ^ ^ gTgPc^hTOwgrg^ggT^f 3fk 

ctiR SR ^ # I ' mw ^ g§f iTsgR ^#ttt TOisgf g9r 

3.10.1994gKTgggg^iTft^agg^/cisif ^WR^^nifgSfgf ^ I 
Who'c 3i%^faci 4f^ # I g#f ^/giof 3ikg5?Tff g5f 
snfteif^ gw g5f jH^ t jfr fRR ^ iR if 3fk gwicT gw cTOT g^ ^ 

anuRTRwTOWef i ^ 





/ 







THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Pakt 4 ] 


(ii) arm ^ iLm.^ 

^ *^€111^. oj^M ^ <*iQi ??T<*r «i^^K k ^ "k ch^ir^Ti irttii 

ir5W 3fr 1!r?r ZFIOTT ^ ^ TO7HR 

5^ ^l^nr M^fl ^ tj'trflcllK Cl*n ^ 3lJCil^t^c1 ^ Cil'llel •I'Jl'tl ^ 

srar^gff -^iii i »<d i % ’Hd^ 4ch i ^i>?rogr i 5 N r aNcbf^H ^i5 ! (cti 

9^7 ^tfwT ^ 3r?i ^ ai^T aftr wir^ slf-nr^r «p<cu *iv!^ f^iKm«c iijwr ^ 
ar^fh «3RT HHebflSd 2151 3tl^ afr, TW.^.^fr.fr. wg^ Ulfl rkB 

wikm WR airtrt^iH ^ ^ir w 3r?n5r-?n?RF-am fiitkmt awft? 

^ ISRT of^ xlToI^ 2151 affWT 3CT aimift» ? R TOI 4 <l gW l f. 

3nt.3f^.m fR um 2Fr areir 2|5 t^ ?Fr wear f iRrtl?j5 35 ^ < 1 ^ ir oficft f %j|ft 
3 ^^ 335’ u^tK 3513j3Tc1TeT t^<4i 3«^ 3^1" ^'|y> f^<Ji otlV*ll. .S<T: 

52nar ^ feajT arar yjidw t H*ir t- 

(Hi) ^ WR ^ ari^ftiT) TO^.^fr.€r. gnsnnftH xmtr kmt^. is 

w qm aft antffiR 215^1^ swI^ysRi ^ 2 |jr^ afr uid qsr ^ 
35T Tk ^RTOT tm.^.ifr.^r. srt antrf^JcT ^ruR ^naj^^tdr ^?r. sraiR ^ 

# ^ftyraft ^ 3 T|r aTTt.ant.i?or. gRryyrar # grit any ^ yart^ dfiMi i a ft ^ iw^ aft - 
an^3i^.m srt ^ iwr ai^ sr^te yr^4 gjpisft aFft?m ^ hsit aritiway 
2|5iy#5 2(hy,3!mR T:ftH 3^ TO a y Hair arsfy^ 3!^ 

3R^ f. 3i4.ant.3or. io^Rad df^nia# % 3y.4t. tft.fr. 2 ^ ’go3f-^ k dx^m 

cftcT <S*i, or^ToT-xTryep-uaTR cRtt orit ottr 3i^?RBr ant.ant-'''^- ^ ftRfr 

gRmr2f5r3tRfRrytr2R^tm4t.4l.€r.43&4-3^-^-^1^i^«-3.i994 
yo- 123^c?Frr^. 15tfr.3y.€r.#5T3fr 

^ <Ry«!R ^ afR yyy 2p^ giT aray t* ^ 3t OTR ^ yfar yrft t. 

oW H35 yr^pR ar^artf^tcT *4^ 35Tcft 8.3.1994 2 pr y»i 123 tu HT 

^ t. yapoy yo- 123 y eft y^iiiR ^ ar^afifisy t aftt y ft yyyft 
^Ri^nr ft w2Pi^ t. 3icT: ant.3TTt.m 2 ft trar yyr t R»5 T?y ,?Jt. *.ft.ft m wmt yo- 
. 50 fero 24.02.1998 qiftH Rpyr t ft®- 50, ftyt2P 24.02.1998 ift y ftT ftfty 
y^^ gry 3gfflffi;d / d^<t>d 13ftT ^ ft y<3>tC i <mu 4 ft t aryj^yry?#^ 

y ttKNft t aft^ ^ ft «nv4dRjj?wi51. 

{ ' 

(iv) yISr 35=ft^ m^. ^fr.^r. eft yfyt ^ arg^ ^yyiy y Rpyr eft 3y.4r. tfr.fr. wfl^wft 
3y^ fty ^ y^rRrfft# 2ft 3ig^ g^ft 4r fjy^ t ^ f. 35fttft 3t^ pyraifyy ^ ft 
1998 ftr illfelehl yo -2291 33^tP < 1 ^ ^ ypT ^ aft. 3^ ^jRnoRT aj^t ft 12 

y^ 1998; 17 y 2 RR 1998 yajT 30 yw 1998- > an^T ^ aryfty IfttRr ft;yr lif* 
3 nt. 3 nt. 3 y. sry 3 Rrr 2 ft yf^ ^jony- y if ^g^ srt mfty arl^ ant^r ft? y?y ftsfr 
yi1t3.1999 ftr n i Ricp i yo.24i4 yyr yi^3 y«-2539 nr yryftry 3 ^ yanyryy giy 
fSr3 y3 Iftfty ft arfftctfisid t Rf' ant^r^-^- w v^. 6/- ^fr.3y.fr. ftr 2 r ft aya ft 


14 i mi it 41 nil Ml If I Ida mu-*- 








[ ^ HI—4] _ j 

wraifft ^«ii 3ir?^>. v. 6/- tfr.OT.€r. 


3T»R7r, 2010 m 11 3f?iHT, 2010# 3f^3«^.9ir. 

5.10 ^ 3W^ toflip 1 film, 2009 # qwi^«l|7% ^oivrsr^ll^ ^ 

^ 3cmn^ tr 3feT%* ^ i^r 3» I5?««r.5fter 

rxm^. ISA tfr.mtft TOH i g ^ i anff 

6.1 TORT ift unit3r«h #ftiTr srrnir or t?iT.ir.itfr.<r. ^ 

^ 3i?5^ Rm^i »wr tir. ^ 3 ?r w^ft l^arr jjt. ?3n^ crt 3srtr ^Rr wir ^ 

OT.4».€r. gRrfRTTO ffnggK M M\M 


SJ.W« 

fsrttRrsaurJWOw 

w.<l.ift.€l. w fi;iT 11^ 3?R 

I 

WT.tfr.4t.<r. OT vf SfHt^ 1 ftt # 
tw ai^' i#tcT ^fflwini anfr 

f<r f: ftf xmf ^ 3tn*feT 

3ntjn^.m anHWrw *ft *rar awr 
S WF w It 

iuaiJi #t fWr^flargi!5itJBn*r8Rr 
‘tnaaR ?llar.^iai! 3ifJ>^j^4r *, 
ag^;»3iWRaj^d f»<ii null t. 

<ftar ^ (a^lWT) 

(tiaxm) ^ ^ fliiriv. ar Ttir 

aiftmyiiHi affr «r t iSnrtt 3j?rtH 
tnr *llw 4f it Bnrt w flrtire 

1ft> ift.TOm f 

ma 3^/«3i^ it film afimpiH 
ftwr aar |r. 

it.mtm ?PiH BRar t-i(i trate 
^ ft> gnr 

^ft6Tr ^ a|«$ q^isr 

#6^ ftft nin^rr p Tim 

^troi/tjBSi ^ftWt iffliaraf i!r 
<!r |;. ihr- i$it oasr ^ 
‘if«r si aRtr |. 

ii 

> 

TO.4t.4t.€l. 3lf^>^ROT-1963 ^ 2 

(q)^f3»g?nTiWRT qft»ff^d 1»^l »W! 
t ^ 6^1^ 6ft ^S^ qffST 15RT RT 
3»f^l^t6OT ?fpj; fJlHT 1 ?ror 

^rW5R ^ <MMsl # 
-—-- 

ilRH 6IWT ^ ait^lSpSTr 6T®-S221 
26.10.2006 ft? H??T 

i?3T.4r.ift.d. ^ ^ftjmf f. 

flfeWT ^|65f |ltr ^SSfflR 

3.10.1994 ifir aWssiiWi ;fi 
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U«5WRlrl ^ ft ^ cR 3^PT CRT5T 

«JRT 2 (nr) 3!g?TR ^ 3fcT^ 9ft ^HScTT 9IT, . 

Md*l 3^3TT^ Mrlcri 3ftT 3!!^ «(IpH 
cftJI.WI Hfeqt ^ ^sllf^ili /ftcTpT 
HT 9!iRcft4 Iran y»ii41/oiT3^ 

Tm «jnT4(2)ftftra5Tft)qRm«IRT(l)(2) 

^ FIF ^ ft ^ 1ft» ^TrlST S^Wrft 
WTO FRT tfttwIftcT oinift. 28 3?f 
1982 ^ 97RcT 7TTTO SRT oTlft 

ft i7JT.ifr.fr.ift. iftr q?TcT iftjTr 
MftWl^d t- ^ ^TtTiT A ' tIJffft iPT iPT ^ 
ft iftf 5Tff Jwr 
|r, irofft ffttjrnft ssr Orw 
ftrw ft in^tr ^Jtft inftr ftftpmaft or 

t^Jlft TOT TOK ?: ^ TOT STOlft 

^ fttJTT ftr 3THftH JTRT oIT TfT ^T. 
ftiKr ft X 7 JT.ift.fr.tft. ^«I^ XTO ft» 
nRwftsid 2Rft ft ftiil^ TRTO srrr 
oTTft 3Tf^Rj]TO, iftf l|r, XR^cT ifftftt. 


X 7 JT.ift.xft.fr. 3 (=ftWiPT^?rfSp‘XRT 5 T 
scmrft’ 3T?TOTftr ft> a^ft ft xftn 

Jft-TO ft OT 9lft | 9^ if ft 

JTJT^ cITft TOT XI^ ?: ^JTftr ftpftr 9ft 
wcpi^ iftr 3ifclUn» 3Tf?JjJ«IJTT iPT 
3TTTOITOr Jiff ftlJTT cTOT 

qRxlftqr ftiftift ft> cTFcT 
JTfftfftIWf inft ift ^r ijsr^ q?TJT 
FXUnft *1*1^ oflft ft JTiil^JcT 
xjjT.ift.xfr.fr. xiftftr. 


FW ^ 2Pift ¥ ftp 28 JTlJ,1982 
cTiJT 26 3T^, 2006 ift STlft 
3Tl?tJJ3UTT3ft ft ftro XTO ftlJTTXT 
MfttJTlf^d t- ilf 

8ft FTF iPTft t ftp 3XUTTft ft 

3TtftTO ‘ilF STftW JTTft 3fr 
TOJITf, iin|r cTilT JTJT^ HiP 

xTi^ift cFT JTrft snftrtft ^ 

ft^n^chl ft ‘3Xj3TTft' iPT 1^. 

JTRcfpET xrf^TJT rTF oTHTO sft- 

arftiiP^xxT ft 3ft 3xjJTTft g?r ftpiir 

t 

3XUTTft xftftTcT iPTft iPT 9»r$ TOR 
JT^ |r. ^ xrftiTOT fjr jm ft 
iUTftiP yJTTXXT ft> fttr X7T ftP *nl^ 9ft 
XTO ftUmj 3X7JTTft iftftrcT JTft TOTT 











[*IFT 111—^^5 4 ] 


*IR?f : 3 TOFV 1 T®T 



2jvr ?Ftfe 

‘2fNr ^ 3flT ‘54^4’ ^ afcT^cT f^f^T 
5?t-3TR}e5^0l -qii ^O 1487 («TZRTT) 9J?1T»T 

4f firfS^crT 3#4I1^ 

qcTsT 3ltT fF#-cffgq- 5^ 

^ Sr^fTHT t, ftcfra? 09.11,2009 4r 5T?r ^ 
31d4cl OIF^IT^ (ffT^TT) FIWll 
2621 ^ cT2IT f^lcPT Qftfe “mcT-trf^ 
^ ‘ sjsrf (jfNl) gfi3lk3ffc!ft9? 3^»l l 4 ’ 
% ^ tip ‘pPTRJrrr? i 4^^3T q4 

cWr OT^JITfl q?r olTR 3^^ 

3i1^ JT^ir t' . q»f 

5ft t qj# ‘fPTTqif (^hr ar q4 
If^TSfr H«IT^-«rq4 <q[TN 3ff^ 
ftjqr^nqrt. 


t, ^^Klg ?nq?R q?r ofr.m tw STT 
TOciT t forfr4 STTT FirfSTcq 
OTH qrTcT 2pr ftl f^ft ' g ¥. 


^ sfer^rfF qjT gff-3 l 1 ^ q > ' fu i tnt 
zf^rtciT t f^ sjii^ qw?f irfrwr 4? qr^T 
14-15 qqr^ ipT aqqr ;4 stct 
34^ t. qrsg ^ff3iT-9j?q? 4 enr 
art^J^JpIcT f2r>^iT t ^ qtT5T 
3tWT4 ^ ^ 3TH4 cT qiRq t. 
q^: 3^iwr-Qj?q? 3^ q?r 

ePR^ q^r ‘qfi^ q:?itfbT en^?: 
(ifr.qqr.T??r)* ^ ^ # qfSfH t. 

35rr-q^r7T ^ 3n4 qr?^ qfH q4 2W 
^ t 3im q^ qr oft 

9{cq» ffRT 3ffT3r-WcT d<li<4/tiGi4 ^ 

3lf?r*if2ld t. afk m q?f 
^fl3RT 9J?q» CRT ifld 3c1R4/q5l4 
wWr ?ffi5qrat ^ 3ig3Rlct t 
* 3511 $ qfTR 5^3114' t? 3 TcT4?T 3 n 4 t. 

3iq >fr q58ft q^ ifra 3rR qf^ 4 
3gq$ qqrqTF qjqciT t aftr 4Rir 
^pq* ?0Tr ftdicn 03.10.1994 ^ 
arf^Rjl^ % 3ic?4H ^ 3ft 

a»fT^-?1TR 3HR3ft/qqi4 
^ftiqiii qRcTT t.c4 iftR 4? ai rq wwd . 

cRR, ^rJRT^t, 3lFRqm 5^ 3ft 

qRWqid Hq«ft ofMchid; q^-^qqtn^t 
4qf^ aigi^r qqr qR4 anft qiraf 4r 
^ sjqt qrlR iJt.fl.KW. SRT f^t^l 
ftqr qfTBT t. 4 ??t ^xfoiq ^ t 
*Rft^ fcT qirat 4 qftql^rcT 
^ 3qw4 ^ ^ ;ft t. 

qqcT qr 3qw4 fJlcir |t- fH 4 
qqf gsqqf^qH q^T, qqcicT qq 
gf^^f^d ftqf^ ¥. q^aTR TOl4 
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t' Hfiwn? gfrtr t ^ ^ 
TttiflFqt ^ atcTfer f ?wt 
3cTT-q[f^ ^ 

ft. 3^1^ ?9?ft W# 

«Rfr f. 3IH: pr 95l!clT f 

ftif fTT ana?^ ii rm 

?ara|Bftcf> tim 

g is ratg^ crt? ft. 

tTcW-sqarrt qfr fSl^Riifr iwr, 
aniT trr uter 5c«jjd/gzi5?n3T vr hbt 
ofJiriir 3frr tnaci jfe ^ ani^ 
wjiii 7n irasT % 3113^ # 3B# 
lITffr Wfildi wKfl Udvfli# ^ 

3P|RF^ 2F2t3T 351511 311^ 

3fir aftr t o i ^gFf i 

^ ft. cRqrr tm uti4M 

4? 355^ mi5T 3TO^ iraST- 

aiftJt^^ T3W 

airftJ^FR TTOT aiH: F5T ^HF ’WfJRT 
f fip €t.TT.T?3T.«Jr. ^ 5H 
3?!^ twr qr ^ 

UeF rrtf ft. 

^ wrar, 3 ^ tmn ^ma# ^ 

3J3R^ lIRfr iloRT 8ft ^ciiij OTR qs^ft 
ft. iRlTn? 8ft 3fift>T-qPlW 

rWT 5fljitiT tfbr fftp W 5Hf5 

FraRFT airfe ^ sft-qnr gfft<inr otf 
qjTHt ?. ^ q5T.ifr.tft.fr snr aigittiH 
?tcfr 1^. 'Hi®! HW $<tt 'iT ?'''«»> 

qm. tiwHK trr 

Tm ^ tRT5r-3M3Kr4 aftr g ^rf r^ f i 
Tftroft ^ in?T ^ tftcT ^ frq', 
t?5I^|tftfr oToT ft HTSm ^ STTT aj^zr 
tft?T citP ?ncT oTTft ft anft ^ fftq 
H5!ft elTcIT cqcTFZIT 1 «W i ftd 

5nr g?<r> cft 8trt t- gft 
tftcT ftqto qaiR fsTT ftTir. ^ 









['TPT 4] 






: olRTH 3ttT gr ^ r a HW R > R > m 
3*gmuT RP2JT 3ri?Tr 17W.lfr.Tjr.fr. iffr 
5W •HiKi 3^ ^ 15/- 2fir U^Tfi^d 5!nifr 

ifr w»rfti?r 
^ wjgrT qs^irfr t- ^ 
iTw.^.ijr.fr 5 RtHii si ro rc u 
» ^ wff If grf^ p ) ui/i 

^ OfcTq^ ^5 ^ rfr q^-fSrf^ 

WWH Rlfr^rt ^ wrtr zfrrg wifr 


iWR ^ tSrvw c#r tiT isfs^ f 5FJi<T 
3^ frr WW ^r«95ffe.WffrE^ ofr ffr? 
Wcfrw wfijgr 3!ftrt5rirw.!872 ifr 
3TRre?i^ awraifr , ^ ffr? 

i?g Jlj^ 3fifi, fr? af^^g |f. 
OT.ifr.ifr.fr ij»r WBtr 3fr wfiigr ^ gzp 

^ ^TjgcT gRsfr OT.ifr.fr. 
3?W^-1963 fr?W»Bnra^ f5l5f^ 
^ wJfrgr ^ ff <mr gfiw nfr 
Wfil5r frf SRT gg?gv ^ frr 

ggjw ifJTfr 51?^ uriitJwT gfr 
$Prci frb^i sng. 


**raiOTr frf 3id4d wgiTi ov^^-tot 
om 15/- OffT OT- 5<fr ?T fr 
OTft ^ indiiiid wjWt WfrMli# ijfr 
FTWT 3^ gjTifT f?liir. 

wf w®-4 fr> firfrg yqffr Rw fr 
fr.OT.ifr. gRT .53rg ng sjt fry WGjaT 
*OTfWWHi^5ffrgRfrjfffrry 
wrw ^gifr ifr 3!^ WJRWif ifrg 'r 
wfrfr. 


OT.^.ifr.fr. m OTim iROTifr ifir 
WFOT wRifT gt ^r>k sifr ff. gfcfi 4 
OT.4r.ifr.fr. gfr 

gr ifr amnter % 
OT.4r.ifr.fr. ipr 4r4r a jmm m4 fry 
3iF3r-»OT wifrfrcT fw amr 

101.55 ?. gf^ goT 

gir.4r.ifr.fr. fry 3W^ ifrffrgt 
OTPff ^ w anfr fry gjirur ^ g^fr 
Jfrgifgi^Sr 101.55 g. 0^ 
Jfrf^ OT ?RTRir wgr otr 15 ? 
gfcT frfrfgy wr ^ afrr wi i ifrffrd fr. 


4rwr g?gr 5Rr a r f ^^tf^d afr 
afrg^ gg garr srw 
wfr fr OTff i^r fry f?rg 

3rgj4fr tg ani.an^.OT. fr fSrfrgw 
ffr»gr gr. ar^rgRr giRfr ifr wrt 
sjyrrfr gg gyrfr aji^ gasr # sy# ffrigr 
oigg 4r cOT gypfr #Rr-^pgy gRr 
l^ten trr hut ^ 
otst ^ fr ffrzpT onar gr ISnafry 
1994 Ifr gWTcfr -g 15/- gl?r 

OT ifrr 5T fr wgpy gypfr wfr^tgm 

frwr ifrar gr afrr gisRr fry 1?yg ifrcT 
w44r OTR frar ^flcrr gr. 


ottot fry ffrg ag«1^ tg 
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• 


3TTiJ.3ni^.Tr?r. ^ mm 

7R.4t.tfr.^r ^ differ % fpnr 

TOM m fgtiffSlUT ^ 3POTM fr. 

^ RlToR ^ i^.^t’.Tfr.^r IRT 

TOM ^ ^ ?urM t 
3n$.3fI^.TO. SRI UtllHlH VTOT ^PRT 
TOT cTHTM ^JTclR mm TOM 

?i»t *5^ w^il 

TO.4r.Tfr.€r ^fr^r 3^ cnf 3n<fr H«n: 
TORR ^ ^ sricft pfr 

Tfifto 3n^.3ITt.m SRI OtcMR 

WF JTRFT 3R^Jpt TOR 2^ 

ireF I:, ^ TO.3fr.2fr.€r 

F5R SRT ^ 15/‘ ?R 2pt 

2R ^ RFH? 3n^ eir^ TOR ^ ^«dl 
t UJcT 3lt^ 8fr 3TO^ t, 

-Fte 3l1^f^TO-I872 % 

3T5HR 2f5T TOTF 

3MM2F ^ tSlSTT ftRft 

TOTHRl-qf>gM ^ Crf^yR ^ 

3ffRT ZRFl^. 

vji 

ail^i^JxIeTT #5271 5221,t^S5lt5P 

26.10.2006 ^ 3Trr^ ^ IFfTwrat 

^ fiTFcTR ^ t cmr 

qpR ffeTR ^ 31F ^ 

fc^-sffzR gqroT^ cPT?^ oirtt 5 t4r 
tIrR t 3RT 

Mtlvl ^ ch^di ^ Icp <rti 

5o^rf^H 3l1?7^JtRT 3^ tRR 

TO UFfl^cl ?■ ft? 28.05.1982 

M 26.10.2006 2f?r oTT^r 3l1?l41tlHI3lt 
3^^ ^»TO yflR ^FT3lt 2PT ^Tofer ftiJIT 
MT t H2n ytR-3Rnr3^ ^ 

3flngr ft?yT f:. 

Viii 

XR.ifr.tfr.€r ^ 5IR 3lt?7Q!yJl ^ 

yi:Ud^ » T?^ 

«pr fziRr ftJiT ^ tom r 

fcRxJcT oM. 

sfr^ m yftM ^ ^-2 3^ 

^ Ml f:- “ #IR<fR m yftM 

3rt?JlrrTO-1926 ^ TOT-Z 3T1MT BRRT 
oit 3R ?raf ftftRiftrcT 
mm * ?itA nr »ft oit rqfttr 


ft t I 'in':. H'-pUt' I.:.-- IMI » 


I..II 


mm 


Mil I liilii 










[m 4] 




U5crtd»d-cTTf3^a>l 5!# ^ f 

3c^ 3^ c=jmm t gsr^ ^ # 

^ffRrT l'Sert4»d 3^ r^JRIToW t 

^ ^<h<;K ^ tii^ ^ 3^r 

if* «T Jfr 

3^tid^ ??jraT?w ^ ?TOr 3iQmw 
FTP 1^ t’ 3'i^tld^ ??iraTeW 
3raoilcn«1 feh<4l fep 3^^cf> elter- 
Sfmtit 3WPr # “3TW’ if> ^ 
0 ^n> J|>l#!i (3f^f%l7RT} ifi sficff 
3f^T if* 251# ^ 

JlfFIP iQdl4l 3nHT ^ |:. 

Juil^lew^ldl 5F# S^TZn^RT 

“Wc^f 3nfir # fSif^^Qid 9!^ jT’ ^ 
JiPrzr tiT o^^T iar ffr “mcfto htt 
3fRlf^44T' 3fr ftf #aT ^ 
OT firnr ^ |f # Titnf ^ 
6f<ldl 1^ tjft^nWcT: qjt 1»I«W Vf 
3ri^<w<ui oTtar t‘ d4jf2h 

^ 5a 3na TTT oftr fijajT 135 
^ ^TT f3RiR a# ft»3ir 3nar 
pif aaar |r % 5 a ## ^ 
'^iQi VBTRT •T0‘ ^5cii 1^ 3ttT iCU|2MU| 

# rtT ^ f3r^2iul1<i 3WRT # #??r 

#ii*f«ii ^4fC(i 3f^a 1 ^. **^?*frt^fa 
<wr ‘^^^T (3wgr)' ^ mer 
RjM’lfSivia ‘^’ ftiTir a^iT ft , 
3U2J|iW “ HIT 3lt?rt5lHa 

“ TOT ^ Tft* afEf arr TWiar ft. 

3xsiaa aoraicFT ^ aira hh» aw# 

# ai^dl^M ftjHT “ aft aiairH 

laraaofta ^aa Hgi5 ft# art' cfr 
5 a ^ HHTH ft ft> 

ft^oflH 3HHRRT ‘‘oiar ft» 5 a 

3 iftJ^#a SRT arflftTa ftiar aar ft” 
a#RJH) ^H»cda #Ta hrrt aiar 
1 ^ "'^>a-jftPT-'H55a5aT ifcrNft 
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3lW^ 1949'. 3q^ qiC^ 1|Q% 
<JfBT-iH41l^ it aU]; fllctr t. 

ix. 

cucCl •loRT Mrici ^ 

JIJSITcfl t 

cR^cfr ^*1 •ioi<i<i1 cni 
UTofr «9(>«icni^ w+^ci 

#3IRT. 

m4r.tfr.#r ortot^ ^ t ^ 

^firfr iRRiait ?i»l' ^iroff T3?r tpr^hi^ 
iPt arrawcPHT ti?cfr t h*it ^ 
»ifcrt2rt^iiT 0? ^Fs^ ^ «nrfr 

TBISir R^cTT t- fidif^ fW fST W«fr 
4^W4>1 W 3lt^i^ ^ T^. 

X 

^ 3I^?IR 3Iir ?TI3?fTTT ^ 
vm m 3IICINI4IH afrsr t 

^?^cbd! t- 

*R^ 3ra^ q? «r3RT3ff ^ 

3II<IMIiId ^felTT oiJKJll^ 

1^ 3^rt?t 3n5I?PTtt ^TEgcT ^ 3ITTJ. 

XI 

^!3T.4r.xft.€r iRt Jg 1?l4^fetf8ld 

^»nfT m TI^R W ^rirt ^RgET 

' 

ar. ferra? 9.ii.2cx)9 iF th t 
V. 26 4 ma ^ 

51^ ^TRSRR iF 

srpoT ^ c?r 

^ ^RJR^tT eTOTTTF ^ 

311. 3^r-<J^-25 9f*l5 ^rI3T-iy3IlJi 
t?cr oi^KJIl^ ^ "A Hlfcjih- 

VTF^ ^ fJinn 7m 

?Rgfr sift 7m 

xi 

3T!2Tc^ 16^^r\M ??lTiIIOT tp 3Tr4^ ^ 
T72P t??p"q1^ yrgcT ?f 

3T. 3^-^ ^. 4 ^ a^ciJ^ci 

IRff 5HT oTJTTIir ^ 


























gcR) 

TO.R.ift.R R TO aAa R sciOlR 


311. ntRsia ^ a^Kr R mkmP|[cii 
arroar Rr gaar R 3 ^-fta 
a. 43 bAr Of 3la% sqRWr 
Rw 

f. ^(*<i» Rt 3aiR aar 3 a-fta 
a 44 fAR Of araRa ROrSft 
OfRa^Wa 

TOwraa Of Rsa? R 3TOTO ArR# 
^ ufSal U44d Oft f. 

N 


6.2. i \ i \ 

(j). OT.iflrAafWsnriT urt 33 % ifeit 3 # ^ tot f ^ 

cTT^eter ^rarasf ^icw ift ©iuBid siff fH nvit 

^rf?rftW 3!!^.3nf.m ^ tnsff ^ ^ afril^ m fWr 1. 
^T^rtWW ^ aisR CRT for «f# auT 1 W#f wfllR 
^Jiaw ^ BT^ aw 3ihS9r brt fttffitH 
3fit.3nt.^. ^ 9m t- ^ 3a$i^oi TOiasr xtm #r 
JiraftRi t. mrf 9(m ft? w w? m^;ifr.d 
am^ ^ ^ SR ewiftcT ^ 1^ .jpfsR sar^ ^ tor f4lfd to* 
"W5c!r 1 ^. TOR WRT ascT ^ caiTO ora^ aar Arir it* 

am ?. 15 wfcT 1 ^ ca 2pr 3T ^ tor aai^ m Arta fSrar t 
TOa ^ ^/aaraif # wr i|> f?»a 3 ^^ ^ 

a^aaR tor 3 fR ^Aa^aaR^ ^ tor M TO»*aa^R 
^ HfR ^ 15 zs^ T$t ^ t, 13ri# ftf aaaa a)Pft 

a^Wt TOR ?n1irR tor aamr aar 1 3lt% tor jaila i? 
Riaanfr a$t ^ trpg ^ar RR ^ # fhar aar 

(il) ?15 a1?r R1??P CR ^ ?T # 

AmR-Arwft R ir.ir.TO.iit. R toR ai? aiar 1 !^ A>r q^ q<fl anivft R aaif 
at^i5 atRRA5^CR«ft^a?fr?lWiRf^ 
aft TO a«a aaiR 10.08.2009 ^ AMr R tot ^ ^f. sfiP^ a«^ft aar 
Rpft ^ T?a.^.ift.€r jpr R^/aarTO R aiR R aaWa TORRft Rt 
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^ cPROT 35lt 311 # Wft ^ 


aUd^^cb'cTTf^. 

7 . 1 . 29.07.2009 cpt^<HI<HoIT 3!^^ 

rfitB ^ anf.srff.^. ^ 7^ cite ^tott?zpr ct^ 




7 2 f?T cM^^<H 4 ^ ferricp 10.08.2009 ^ S=2iniTcni 3T1^T ^ 

gfct ftci i th 22.09.2002 cl>t OT.^.tfT.^T felTcF 18.09.2009 ^ ^ HfH UTH ^ 

^ ^ &M Trar ^ ^zirarom 3 !t4?t ^ a.tr.w.^t. ^ 3^^ 

S^n^nH^fctJTFJTSRT33^^^® 05.11.2009 Rmcw 1#^ 

^Ijn^^RtTlcr 05.02,2010 QmcW oIRTT 2IT. oI^iI ^ITT cnKCiii cpT #ii<i ^ 
ePR^ ib l jO T^ 31^ 2fr 3TcT: W ^ m^.tfr.St cTSH 311$ .aH^.tTcI. 

^ ^ 3^:?r F^TTOTonr ?f»r 15.06.2010 cPF ^ ^eTCT ^ 

$t ^TC'. 

7,3. (i). m^.^fr.€r ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 3w y^irar^ ^ ftsiRp 

10.08.2009 ^31T^?mT5ft^ ^ 15l^ ^ aT^Jt^TTO ^ 

cT^ir ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^91$ «F^ ^nte- 


(ij) Uft^^ ltf SKI ^ ^ ^ ^ W ^ 31<r cW> 

te tl^ $ *TTr SflHT $. 3fft ^ 

OT.tft.€r 311^51^ * mr 47' c^T) 3ft fin wfinm $r, qir*n$r 
gft31^ziR^^ftecl$t$, tiSr»i$rmTf^ 4 ^I5it qrfM 
tn firaR ?1T^ 3TT$.31T$.tfcr. *fit 3fR ^ ^>te 

TIoIRSnR ^ ^-7 ^ <t^*6 ^ iwifitp ;=2IRIToRr ^n ft?lT-1^T 

tsw^ Sc^crtte 2 IT fin Orf^moT 3lfit1^ ^ HFH »lfe<T 

$, 3RAh ^ yifiteb'ftJT tyjp 31^3WT H^IT Sjt ^Q'HI ^ t^lTOR 5P1T $ 
H2IT 3TT$^T ^ ^ ^51^ oqltb^ia '^•iqi$ 3ltelrt $, firflT? c^tT ^ 

TfefSH fin^. 31 H ^ mfeit fH «nH UT ^i^jict $t ^ fin, 
3 Trllten CRH^ gKT, ^IF 3fitcT $1^ fin ?Ic^W51 WfififRWT ^ 

^ ^ ^ 3^ WIWIOT * ^^tm^ 

rfll^U olici, 



It I i mix 
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^ : aromRUT 

7.4. (i). . ot^ qffgfF gsrgif # eft, 

5=m^meR2Rt5HW7f^Jt>r1!;aitF 15.06.2010 

f^tTik‘f?nrB^4^ci %M\. PTfrrt^^^f?m3^cTOalft■^<ul if: 

^ ifi OTtr ^ ifr jcxT FiiraTcnr ^ 3flJir ^rar. 

.iHWofl^l 3^ WII4IW4I ^ 3ftl^ 05.032010 ^ an^^T ^ 

uiR3cb<ui^jn3i^% fiydw f?nr i5.06.2oio cW ^i3w ft yau 
ftwiT. 

(ii). 3rtfeT-3l«reT TW To 41(;44|, ^ eWeiT SRT JIFH^ ^ 

fStrosT t ^HirUld firw 3^ «i ! 4i i d^ w anier fi 3 sijr tir «Rif^P 
cftr qr eip sifr qawr w eir IJp aun^q fr.q.qw.tft. # 
^RrasfT JIRT^ qr 1rB?ir qR ^rapcfr 3x^ s=qTqT?RT ^ anOTW? 
FrttqR^ ^ ^ 3r«jr qf anror qw.4t.tfr.€r ^ cqw Hi rwt qqr, 
m^.ffr.^r ^ aiq^ fipqq? 15.05.2010 ^ q^ BTO aiq^ dol H W< ^ 

felfq? 07.05.2010 ^ qq iRT qftt iPT |t qRJT qqi ft? 

€r.q.qw.ift. Rireqr ^ wffR t traw srt wmq ^ srt 
s^iraraq ^ tqiR 3^ ocrar qqr <t neir wirai^iq qir f^ranr t ^ q^ 
qrfM ^Pr R^jrfct ^ |3ir it.q.qjT.ifr. qq gW OT qsrt oirfl^ 
<iR»cii f*. ftqfq* 15.05.2010 qST q»T qq an^.311l(.q^. q*t 

5% 1?|q Iter ftqr qqr m. qw.#.^Jt.€t qm q^^mr ^ sW^qr ^ ^weSsr 

It qrf^ wm qq terolt, a^q ftqitl in jm, ^ fit? z(tet qilM 

qm qf R?q1?r ^ ISp qiftqr qqrqmq qit 5R qil^teRW * OT 

qZRq qq ^ ^Tolt qi^ citq q»r ^f^lcT q^ rfqr 3^*1 ^iq i Hq t 

q<^^w a qil^teRUT t 3Mdiq an^qqr qq to ibir^ ^Bqr ^ ©u 
TO^fr.^r. 3d^t§tew-i963 ^ qm -4? ar?rt<T ^ fStiaasr 

aigqfcT qiK q^. an^.an^.m ^ aiq^ fSais? 28.o5.IOio % qq ^ 
qRT 3Eqr Fqjqioiq ^ feqqr 05.^.20115 ^ aw^er # 
ciqr an$.3r^.m ^ mifr.4r.€r li fcilf qo^os.zoio % im H qil^ 
^ttrllr 5i^r t 

7.5. (i). qar.iff.tft.^t T^teRT ftjqr ^ aiqi^ Utnid If ^iqISci ^ ailclUm ^ 

m afte qtt iRgfT q^ br St qi?^ crr^tf Ss=?r 

zrefrq w f. aq^3n$.q^ ^ qqr.S.S.tft S aiqil^d qq^nq q>t ^iqfiicTlSqT 
^ ISqr t fS 3?#^ qit 1^ ft? qqnra S 

3f|qTl^3^t qqgcTRiftft?qTqqr j:3?^It ftuiuft ^ 
aiiqvq«hdi eft. qar.S.S.^r ^ qqcT ^frairaft crar cTRiviif Ss=?it qq ftqq^ 
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Ip. uf^ 3Tf^.3Tf^.tJpr 

^ t ^ 3^ 3TOi1^ TOM t TOfSn ^ M> nffr. 

3IT^.3fT^.yc< cpt <^ 1)141 3mcfl qcTIchI ^ SjfrlTH ivi^rt^ ^T?5^ clrll 
^ fr.tr.TO.tft. ^ zpt ^Hiiti5d «b<c^ aigjilcr 

(ii). ^ cT^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ qn# 

^ ^ 1^ srgqfci ^ sft I 

8. feM> 29.12.2009 ^ gf ^ 3TT^^ feM> 

1 l.OUOlO % M # 3Mtr ftcqufr TO^.tfr.#r SRT feqflF 29.12.2001 <f>t 3TOiE^T «n<k* 
M 3 ^ 533 ^ # cPT 2ft. TO.4t.tfr.€t ^ fertep ^ M 5RT 3!T$.3n^.TO 

giT ^ngcT zpT m. .to. ^ ftoHt m TO.^.ifr.it ^ 

g8rg aHkw> #8rfcrcfNrgtJTf|::. 


5P.H0 




TO.<fr.tfr.fr srt 3to^ tohj m arsprog* ^ TO.l^t. 4 t.^r ^ a?^ 

3f?t.3flt.TO2ftfecqTjfr 


TOjfe^.€r ^ ^ ?ra^it cf^t amiR topit 1^ <355^ 

TJTOMRT# SIT^TOaiidftch oPR3r||f)H2lT3^ 

M»Ri5ft id mj apitn- ^fteif^trour ^fi iji^mi 
aftr ffTTfcicp ^^[I^Sepr 

^ ^ aWT ^J^clcfl M 33 ^ ifi 
aot.anf.TO tinmen t ^ 

(ar)5PRTT STOT ^ utRppu mhHih 

§41 1 

(3!T) 5ff^P(1^ci,<U| oT^^IoRIT^ 

H^IT R?rY ^ CT^fr? oIoI^TPt Oci 
tlW, ^ afrro ^ ^5TT. efwi^<» i 
gwrr anfe ^>to fcil^TOR ^ 3 t 24 
?. 5ST MTRPft ZPT 3t23T IpI<P 2#3PW 
"M *i\A ^ «icli«ll 3?H: Mflci ^ 

aii^t^i^ ^ ^ j f i tHdl ^ ant.antA'w^ 3 ?r ^ 

WMT oTT 3FPf>cIT aftT R ^ ^WH I eft ^ ^ 

oTT^Iepcft. 3TTt.3TT^.TO ^ 

3TT^ 5?^ Mr f. 









[m III—-^4] 


w ^ : 3T?nwr 



(?) 5ft<wRjeh^ui oj'fia^iNi fir?n1^r am 
cIcrY ^ inf?5ch<ur # ti<PTf?!cT 

3THTrrgYa angSr 

?rg5f-3TpY, ^p<i>cTr ^Y^dnii, ctt-arRY^Pror 
a^PiHT 3fTfe, oW ?5P!tf ^i> fjrir 
aroar^/a?i3Y 4a % ^ 
a pa>RTH tw.4t.4t.sr 4> 3rf?j?r>R a? c?^ 
cRlta. 3iH: ZFt^ 3t9^ ^ ?a 
OTRirffPT 3ir(^^v^^wmt 


(^ ??r TORiat a ‘tirFr-arat’ (X'uty) <pr 

trata t?cF awMora a g^Eir |r a gncjjft 

ara a aa tjaa aiiwa^w a 

qftaTt^ firniT |^. OT.4r.tfr.#r 2pr 

aTW?i5R fcTg^ ^ a tTEff azp^rwr 

3TTJHHI t H2tr 14aT “^psa tma arl^ ^a 

nrf tina arWa^w*’^ 
tR aa taw ^ Wf^. 4>2ior 
^Ffw aita^raa a Sr ‘‘t^iMira’’ ^ar 
tR Sr 3!!ftH garf arr aiRar S cRit 

5^4^ TORiat aflr crriT a aiaira 

arS a 3ii'wa 4» trqta amnr a^ iRwr 

ofT <i<bcH. 


^ir, 3K^ 
I^Wit ^ ?n«r, TUF 
tflr iiT aft? 

Ji$ tracT aik 

oiwiifl srt !RAk 
3?^f^ 5w?ir cqiw 
^ m T^ifcT arar 
TOTRT . 5Kr 

iwfl*T if jfrar oBtir 



«Pk>H a i ftl ^'iw if 
ugsi “trasr-Jtrt” ^ 
30^ %#«or QRk 
^ snft^f < t <;W i «w if 
ti ftM i ftd ft!*ir nut 
«*5 “«iasT-aBrt" TO 
Wflf 3 |*h «ni 5 % 


(5) 
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i. ciciwJT Rrars t ^prrpt 

t?iT.*.*.ft JPr 5ofl5r 


Tierf^tePf’ 3^ TcR c!^ 

oit fsp m*.*.* 


8fr wm9\m ^ t ^ ^ pr 

tj^clcft ^?ra!?T ^ 


«nH eft 3TT? t ft* if ^ 

3RPIH ^IT firatlH t 


yftwrr ^.5^.i3Tr.3ft. 3^^ ^ 

cTOT ^ BW 5fr *fr 

55^ 5TOI 3W^ 


emr aicRTTfw 3^ 


eft^ ^^<-q cT^ 

ii. 31cT; oTSr VTEPRR ?<rJT ^ WHILST 

^«r<PR IcjRir ^nrar % 


3t?3T tg eft 3W 5c^l^d 

fjpiffr aft spsicT afr !iilt >tr jpi:^ 



gftmw 51^ t?i8pioff 3ir ^iJRar t- 

3i1?rfH fflcn 3rr wsar t 



c^iT 3^ emej^ JHWst a arniR 



^ sRPir 3IT TIePHT 1^. 





9. 29.12.2009 ^ ^ elTcT cTOT 31!$.^.^. 

iPr ^ in^ amefi ^ Hitter ^ srnr h^it 5Rt *tw^4 3«Er 

r^rrcnpRi^ fq?ich<uiq^1^?n1ct^9rHi^7nT. 

10. cRt^. ?H snsi^ ftHFF 15.06.2010 ^ 3i(^^ H^IT ^ ^ ^IR 

zpntor 5 fI w ^H?n$ ft. Tjw.sfr.^lt.^r m 5H^ hht^w h«it aiipar 

ftser. 3n^.3nt.tr5r. *Fr ettF hhifrit h«it sm ^ jsnitJPT *ft 

3qft5tH d. 

fH t JIJ:- 

i. i 7 H.«fr.tft.€r. H«n 3 nt. 3 iT^:.TrH. 5 :^ ern ^ hit t^i? 05 . 03.2010 ^ ^ 3c?r 

wimi cP K ^ 3n^r H2JT er^ ^ H«ni 4 ^ FTtftepr»T ^ hih^ 

2i?r 2rc^HR 3affwi e^t^H onu^- 3i^ ewr w ^ sm ott ^wjht I 

H^n U l f^4i|»T 5RT HT3T(^ q*! 30.09.2010 cW 3i1^ ^ ^ fePIT oTPr. 

ii. # 2?lHt iiaic|>R arq^tr qi| W ^ 3lfJtt^t^H qR^ q>t cNt HTT. 

iii. #F fH iHRT ^ HHmH ?! oral HWeiHT 3TH: ^ U«4»’Rt Wf^mR^I 

^ jjiHtr 1^ Hitw qr qR^ ^ W<;h ftsqr. 

iv. ^Jltt fijHRP 08.07.2010 q^ qR«^ qq FTW q1^ airq^qq* eft f^Hiq* 

09 , 07.2010 q»t »ft ^Hqif 3ntt Ten^ qq t?|qfetf piT. 


"1HH 


I IkMRP-vl 


IlMlil I liilli 
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[iqpTm~i0r»5 4] w ^ wii : aroiwm 

11.1. antjrnjr.m iPr 3^ fiparor 06.07^oio trsr # ftjtr nr 08.07.2010 *Pr g?raif 

«Pt IR WftrtfRTrr OT, 31«am cWT tJV .2010 

^ iiRTHp=T^ 511 3R: 11 . 08.2010 9?r ffr sTift TifT imAjtt.ti vt qt t t 13 r ff > ra 

zmsji^r 'HHTfibK cTOt 3i?jr ^ ftnir. 3nf.3ilfm w BcRcwt m 3F?r 

11.2. RT iIRT ^ lJ3T.4t.tfr.€r ^ gKti4^ ^ :- 

1. 9!*5 - '5H ^ HiKr 1#)’ cTOT fli^lRfST Rllf ORf ifim ^)’ 

^ tlSRHST olSf 12l«c <;cr»«ii^ 

(i995)-2 yc^tm T^rntm ^mnm jjw^ ees ^ I5»nt?r ^ 3r?r 

ii. ^.4t.tit.fr^>3tr?na^*»?tti5iwr 25.11.1993 ^ tS t ufM ^<1 ipt q? 

(WT ^ 4, 3n$.3iTj.m 4r fiRW? 25.11.1993 i>iinrifwfr»mr|13lii^lcr 
^.tR.Tfr.€t. ^?wpt/ < f i4H3fi ^ fliR CRT ftnr omM.Hm ^ t 

woT iTsm 34 sm^ jtr iwjy-^-issft jm 3m?J!T.. onyetd otrr % 
ighR trafcTR 31^ JIT ISRT im.4r.lfr.#r oRWI^ ^ fJliR d^«|«W > 

3niJ.3ii$.u?r. A iR.ifr.ifi.fr ^ aig^fci ^ 1?^i7 ftwn | ?mr «3 ri % 

3«T 3l5=ir wifta 3 fl MtHRlhfll3 ft fRlT cR^ HT^ WR ^ Wt # 

jRfr^r.) 

iii. iR.fl.tfr.fr in aw w RMfcr IsRl fTwicT 1?r^rff 4<r IRim inr h®- 

ft34r/?fr-lRlR/6833, flRW 15.10.1994 

(URHIT fr 3rr4lfc^H Wfift UtM RcT 5cTf3P^-1l5r^ ?. 15/ 

Z^ Vt IWR pRI^ ^ fijJiraf 08X)3.1994 f? OTcW TT® 123 ff SWffl i d WIRfl 

wscT ^ ^T T^iri fliTcir |iiT f^smp 15 . 10.1994 m mfr.ifr.fr m rnty 

iv. qclSTRlff qr uRiJRT f? T. 15/ sftftirr WiPr R ^ TRR^ ill^ 4^1 

qR iR^ fr t?nr 1 ?rteT ^ ^.inf.iR. c^tr iR.fr.ifr.fr % anww q?r f?r«r 

fefip 17.01.1997 qiT mr 

iR,fr.ifr.fr ot iwycr tar »nr g^ifo Tr ifir fftai inf jnf. ir. ffr ft . 


11.3. # 3 rff. 3 nf. 1 m. mrr iR.fr.fr.frf?raR ^ 

SSBJLfLd 

i. ?cT fr JTRTcft nr tanr srff tan nn iwn or) iRn iR.fr.fr.fr frnr?? nr 
fr.w.im. f di4&l3i % tar wnr ?rt ?nRfr f aftr (») wm-inf f fsif 

fg ?. 15/ nfcT csr ^ mans'ar 5 t tafta fr ta? cRt ff 

iR.3#r.3nT. f tan snn. 
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iii. 


iv. 


vi, 


vii, 

viii. 


IX. 


X. 


xi. 


xii. 


xiu. 


xiv. 
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^ 3vEr ?2mnoHT ^ p 2r»r ^ ^ t, 

!3T ♦4lq»K t ^ ?BITcT ^ WTR 5T ?TOT 

3T 9>T aif^lTcFTT 

TO W[cniI?Jcr>^ui tlT^ ^ IR 2f^rtHT ^ ^ 4t.W.i?pr. ^ qflif 

m ai^ator toh «rf trasr-w^ ^tsm *jR?rT t. 

^w.tfr.€r p 48 xrj 49 ^ ‘tro-JiPt’m 12rf?rt^ ^ 

loff lRr.3it.3nT. TO^ ^ 3iiq^qericii %. ITITT 48 (1) (3T) rItT IR 

n?R i?n n?f5r-3n^t ^ 4txr tflH xr sRrar jttpt ^ aj r^ ^ iHT xn xm 3?#Br TOft 

t 

TO-48 3t9Ti2f-TR][^ ^ FTF cttT HT TOT-TOHST ^ TO ^ ZRM ft. 

ift.tJxp.XFer. # cTTf^tST l?g> q^RT TO5R ^ ^ TlfiTO ft. fO^JT 5«RW 

nn 'aw^^HiH ^ fiR?r xnsTO 3flai^ arm^ % tto iff t3t«tar nn itrr- 
14 sit ^ FiF g^HT Up '<>) Tiahi ^ toto ^ cnraan ^ zpff. 
ntw-arnff xr cn^^tsr uhjt ^ aram ^ ft 3rH: to 48 ?rR]^ fffifr ft. 

-rtaiRlfi XRT.sft.xft.^r ^ zfr.€t.xraT.tRT.0f 3rTO ft. 

[3rtJi5r (tft.tr.rrar.xft.) : xraT.^.ift.€t to niR Tftan 3 ff ^ aiiR ttf ^ btort 

toJ ay^ ^3ff nff TW TOt f ] 

<t.TO.T7oT. ^ ^ TOt afr.^r.TOtm. ^ Thrffx to pnff to 
^ 32tiTOr«t fSlxpc srfff 

3nHT 1^ 3Tcr: pT arptet^tsT sift ipt^ f. q^, tfl’.qxi>.x?cT. pntt afRr ^ ijcr 
l^tqxc f 3TcT: ?;ff 3TOT TO«R qTO q^ I- 

3friffTO ^ ^»qH enjcffsr fff nt?qr srroat t tot iff» 

qftq^ xR jfr tSmR ^ ^ srmarajar ft. tot m. xfR Traits qm? ft? 

qrW X72T STR TOT ORR 3Tlt^ TO. f • 

[3TOeT (ift.xr.xR.xfr.) : arfgj ^ afr.xrqr.xm.xR, p ^ ^hug 

xrt^TO nro 1^ Ht 5TOT q»TR to ft? ] 

?t*r frr fRf ^ anarjff ^ 3 njaTf^ anar^ ffs xrar.3fl’.^. ^ 3ntiR xr ^ ft. 

(3TOr»r) ;^.xR.x}t.a. ^ aro xjIr. crt qm anfit 

fTOtT fifTO 1998 iff 2006 ^ 3Taffft TWtT iff ilTf^ qaftfip 2006 
^ TTTqSR X^ 3T1?RJTO cTTf^ffoT J^Mtlffar iff TWfftH ^ Jff> ^IRT XRR tmst^ 

aftan^ % 3idJici enxr airr ft. 2006 ^ armt XRaRR Tftan-g;?aF rffar ipr war ftanft 

XTO aTOaft ff» aicTatH xj^ht ft. 

armftqt toto qroR xTOf ^ fPtn txm ^r.xm.xfr. sr xTO p argafife? |3 to 

3n ^ 1^. qfir an^ i^Tq ^ ?. 15 / q1?r JH^nr car nn qiTR anafffq? ^ ^ 

art^rq? f <ft fr.q.xR.xfr. git to <^1^<(K«ici ottr fJrqifffH xr t ^ r tiu gsro ft. 

17.01.1997 ^ XR ^ fTOcT XR.^t.xft.^t qff qanT IF. 6/- TO TO qR^ fttR 

^tor qR ^ (qt?T ar^ j^). ^ror art ft % 3TT$.3n$.xn?r ^ nanr Us m 

TOff aifltqsR iffq q^r TaftqiR fiTO fr. 

‘xrasT-anit’ anf .tfr.arl^tlvtqai tm xrar.xft.^t arW^qiH in qissr in to 

TOar snaiT anl^. ^qqr qm 2 (ar), 3 ( 4 ) xjaf anj.xft. arl^i^TO to s 
xjar.xft.^, arl^PWtfi 1 ^ tnTT 2 (rj) cpqr (anr) itit. xitR-ainff 


mm 


|■■|■■|fi. I i<|i"U..||l«lhtlilM Ml'.. <11 I Oi iM.4< 







I’m n\~-m^ 4] 


TO ^ TTSm : aTOT«IROT 
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XV. 

xvi. 

xvii. 

xviii. 

xix. 

XX. 

xxi. 


xxii. 

xxiii. 

xxiv. 

XXV. 

xxvi. 

xxvii. 

xxviii. 

xxix. 


fip niR imsT aiRj^nwr ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ • ‘qiPT ^ ^Tihi at’ 

wjgSr zanmr srt ml^rn ^ sit rntfisr ma^d i tUf^ 

f^^zfrarsT^iPT^fflr aisIfT m ^ t ^issi^ ^ 

3riJiuw ^»goT 35 ^ “^ 1 ) ;R?iv H' ^ifcrr urtlsr. 

€r.tr.T7w.ifr. ^ arq^ il^Wf 3 j»t 1999 ^ an^rw ^ ^ 15 /- uftiiiP i d 
ftpir ^ ^ipiT HPiH qq tew 5ir armter q»T qjr|P 

irfr?r ^ wisw toi.ss/- qAc. 

awTr # t9$»i ^ ?. 15/- q.#.c. qq imp 1^ ter ^ ts 4i ^ aite 
?T3Pr ^3r;^ id jirt #T ^5?fr ^ f. 

^qqr fiCFeft HJilmfc^chi tesr aft^. qr;^ ^ jwcw wricpt 

^ qi^r Ip opn^ id #1^ i^9TT qwei ?iaro ^^t;^T aiPRwr 

qf^zjPT arPR^ep sn^ c^qpi tyqr anqil^^) ?iiro j|f. 

1994 it 2006 *Pr aprf?r id pant ot oPmr qam ?Tte ^ 9Rfl % amiR 

qr ^ite ^ ^ q?reT ^ aitenr urt 48 w 49 qr ter ar^t |t. 

^qqr qm 33 qj/qm 46 tsdt ^ ^ spq^ qq aiterr 4cfr t. 

qf^ qHR-w^ ^ qR.^r.tfr.^t qq arlter afhr w. 1993 q^r fwra 

q»t ?anft ai^jfl^ ^ ^ aimvqqtdi qqft «fr? 15.101994 ^ qq im.ilt.ilt.d 

^ ani.ant.qR. ^ wse^ qqiwr ^ «Ffft qq q^rr ^ wrq ^ ter. 

3TH: 1994 3^ q^.aft.TfT.^t Hqr aq^.ant q^. % ^ qqt jumd i ^ lgw? Ipter 

Rp; 3q$.3T!i.q?r. ^ qr qsRptif^ ?iiH*cT arsR wpw ^ fciq q^^i 

wqiTft ^ armqqqq 5!^^ |:. 

wRRnte Rte # teft ift qqfR qq ztqw qqtr qi#r f. 

wr fPP €r.q.qR.ifr. zr qq 3fTTWW wq^ jt qsn ^ ite 

ofTfr 

[aiqqer tft.q.qw.ift. : qqr m4t.xft.tfr ffn q^tf qinr a r ^igid qr 

ddqif^d tett qqt?] 

qfPT X^PlPit id qpR q^^ HcWS^tq j|^ ftrtlt Xj^ te Mte <1 
qi^te ter id ^ it Ite qqr |f. 

qpT 48 Ttqiaff uiqqidl 4) qit 3^ qtft qHicft q^ ttl^ te#il 

•n^ t tecft ‘fiwiwd' q^t ufaqid id Tt^m srtfr im sn arow 

mtft.xfr.tft ^ anf.arrJ.xjH. q>r n^t tenqar ar^nf^ tfr 

qm 42 4r ^ ^Rqnfr ar^pR TO qsro xw.ifr.xft.tft sm ^ ^ IIS|q# 

TOt sn wjcfr ^ qm 48 4? atio^H 8^ qro qq Itero # 

gw? f^qtftd qp^ 4? iftep qq artero 8tfrTOm. 

aiH: fTO xR?qq. qqar TOr ^ mft qtg qciH-arr^ ^ ae^ q?pft qqicR 4? 

fptxr qPT 48 0? fTO 41WIWJ qg?q? fStqtf^d q?^ 4? 1?tq |f. 

qpT 2 (r) XR fWH 4? ftef 4? ?T58t t qf te ^ ft? Rte SFctfttH 

WPT XR tStftfH ^RR cftfl’ Jlt tfr RXPRT 1^. xj^ q^ mt*i xft aftT RT^ qq RT^ 
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^ ^ t, Tr9T,«ft.tfr.€t 3^ fFHH ^ <ftxr ^irr 5>t 2006 

t ^ ^ ^ snfetH ^nt^. 1994 ^ g^r ^r 

g1^-^ra>ijr ^ 9 Tc^ i5/- ^ 

v(m gg ajJTHTH gR^ 1^. 

xxxi ^ cTg' ^IRT 48 17^ 49 ^ 3lci<1d ^ STTHT grPT 5RT 

^RT 33 tjcj 34 cP 3{H«*1d ^ ^ g»t W^IHT ^ oTRfT xjjcK 41 

^ g?!^ WR R^ t. ^PTT 34 ^ 3?ctEIR gH Sti^lM RTFR/^ITO ^ 

RZPRT t- 

xxxii. ^fqicH ^ g^T 1«PgT % SRT: (tcig^) gR I^WR ^^FITR 

gr ?*lni 1 ^. 

xxxiii. fR giR ^ ;5RT 3ft ^ ^ ^ ^ RRR ?ftRT3ft R2IT gRR-RPt ^ ^ 

gr^ ^gT3tt ^ ^jrt 48 gg 49 ^ 3?cRh=r g^jc^F gR^ ^ 

€t.g.gR.^ fr T?g> RT? grl^tgRTri 

xxxiv. gR.sfr.ift.^r gR. 31 t. 3 gT. ^ gg oRRRTf 9 ]<rf cr 3n1^ t. €t.g.gR.xft 

57 ^ gRigr rrt gR.3fr.3TR. trf Rg ^ ggR-RRt ^ 1^. 

gR.sft.ifr.^t 3Tg ^{gg> rt ^ tijs trt t: to- zft 3tt ^rgiR brt t^t»g 
^ ggiRR ^ f^? g? geigiR qj^ ^cm 

XXXV. RxftsRT i^tgr# ^ tctg grggiR ^rt 48 ^ 3tr^ g?j?gi rrf^ ^ g?fft Ref 
•ft.ggi.gR. e^ ^ gRR srt 3gR^ gRi^ ^g Tfr ^3ft ^ Rg^ ^ URR 

Rdfgddg i Rft^ t Rft ^ grgt. ift.^r.gR.gR. RTRRg 311541?^ 

jnr jpTRf Rgl^ ^ r^ f. 9 tR' gRR grrng ^rt 48 ^ 

44ftcbK Rfr f^Bgr rt RgiRT. 

xxxvi. WR 49 ^ g^ 3lflRg1rF - ^RT 49 gRR ^f^3ft R^T gRR-RPt ^ fetg firf$t7 
WR t- ^ 5T&5-RR? gg g^ r^ ^gr 

xxxvii. gRT 2 (r) gRR-RPf gft gRcft Rf RRT 48 gg 49 3^ g^ 

^ t. gRR-RPt ^ iB fM ‘Rt-gpiT ^^pg R^t rt ^^rr' gg ^ ang^ggi t 

spg ?PTTt ggiRR ^ ^ 3 r ^^tr gr gR.^.irr.€t ^ g»^ sft-grgr ^fpg R^r rt 

^IrR’ R^ 3TR: gRT 48 gg 49 ^ 3T?rtR ^TRR gR.^ft.ilt.* ^ gRR-^flRT ^ 

^ gQjpgi P^ttfR l^pgr rt RgiRi iRfHSp sjg^ gRR ^ ^ft-grgr rPr R^t 
RT ttRT g»ft ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 4^1*11 ^ gi?T 1^. 

xxxviii. R<; f if R T?nR gT ^ g»T RgiR P R^ ^ ^IRT 3^R' 5RT^ 

QpRF RHif gr g^ gR^ ^ 3irg?gg>Rt ^ P 

xxxix. 1994 *Fr 5TgTR gg gR.«ft.tJt.€t gg gg gR.ift.tft.€t ^ RRRPf ^ gtepR gR^ 

gpft gRTPit gr rr^ rirt gfn R«Wt g>TR p 13tR gr ?rrt g»lt l^rgR r^ P 
3PT: gipft Rgf^ g3TR g^ pn^t g>l^ ^ig>9r gr Ffi^ R^t t ^ 
gR.^.tft.€t ?»RT gif^tR ^f^<ii gg sttor rtrt rt Rg»Rt %. 
xL. gR.3fr.ifr.fr grlf^fr ^ r^ gR Rgi^. f^giR gft gpr 48 gg 49 ^ 3th^ 

?j?g) ePT fr spnRpr gR^ g>r g>? Rg>cfi fr.g.gR.ifr ^ R5R ^ q^ TO 
48 gg 49 ^ 9jcgi l^gtftR gipf cpr ?Tdt ipt 3 ?^ t RRt 3i^rr ^>gR 
^>iF5f RTgiR git P g^jFF gR^ gg 3if?tg>R 








[W] III—-^4] 


W ^ TTTO ; ^ 51 


xLi. ^ ^ ^ tIHT 34 ^ 9Tcfl ^ Sf^f^ ?Tf<>2IT ff. 

xLii. tTRT 42 ^ 3TcPfer 3rf?lSfH 5RT q»l tlRT 48 JT^f^ ^ t. 

^ 42 ^ 3?^ miJt.«lt.^ 5RT arRtfcT ciritfr t. 
xLili. ^ ?IRT 48 ^ 31cPt?r Ptqicin ^ fFTTcT, JT 

ift.w.irar ^ ^ RiI^e j^hjT3^f zpT fSi«qRPflr 2R Hr. 5 # 

^ ftRfl 3T5^ ^ 5R1 ertqrfer ^ ^ ^ jfttjt ?wht t, 


^^•4- 3ITI^.3nf.im CRT 35T^ 5HT ZFT ?TRm af g^gcT fcli^iT 

3nf.3n^.i?H CRT tjer ssr lai^aff qr 3 ^ 5 m ’if jM 

?TnNt anr f. 


qf.^To 

3n^.3n|:.tm TO tert an? 

' Rl^a# qr 3nt.3nt. gcftoT 

-i 

1. 

^ 2006 t aiRJ Jfqflr % f^, 3T?rta 
^ gRT ^farraft q?r ^ 

2RTr tw.jfr.ift.^r. qcw iniR 

cFPft ^ fefq ?RJ5<F cTRI^ 

qR^ ^ 3?RT q»i |HpgR Hr? 

q^r 3fR For # ‘sn’ t 

aTORT IV Wq ^ ^ “q?Rr 
HT qHR-«npt qr arr % ?iam t' sqRwi q^rf 
art ^qia# ^ araTHT %. ddddodd 

D^RT 48 qq i» 3^ q^tf) 3ffSlWl1^-‘qrRT 
3RraT qtRT-anat # afftair ^ aiHalH q^ t^rt’ 


■Jt: 

apiafl i^ ^FrKt 3^ qtcT qfl q»^ 3^cjT 
qRT^ oITctt 1^ 3ftT, 313:, aif 4iqR qRT 49 % 

31ri^d anqan^aft^' RtTR ?ft«RT Hqr qcRT“3Trat 
ft ifrtJlH t- 



f3 qUf^l^lql 3^* qf #||r f % RcRT ?qRT 
fr.q.qar.^ft # zj^ qjT amigg cwr 9 !h? qq 
t^tiRW arm aiqinr f Rf6H% ^ aisH 'crtr 
3iqqr qciar^p^' HI Rt ‘$3?^ 3qq a^’ iCStf 
qRcTT f. 



3lRt15lqaf 3^ oTq 3ft afqq 3^f fisaft 



U<i»i< <01 .jiiaic<4mj H* fii ^'ti‘a’1 <^lqn 

aifW^qai jfr qf^snqr ^ aRfFv ft 3R^ 
t^q>HHI qRT 2 (r)'qrRT ^ araV at 

‘qTRT-anat qRcTT f foRTO dfifyaj 35T 

aft-qrqr q*Rq aifijait TRT ^anpft 3^ f oft 033 
3fR oTT?^ f HOT tctRiift STRcfTO 033 
3lf?lPq3 313]^ f. aTF ^jpferaT aoi? f qRT 

48 qq 49 3^t 093 so-anat amte ailU'eqft^ 





THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III—Sec. 4] 


nm 2 (r) uftnrar ^ masr 

qST IRft*T 2FT ^^7 S^t-^iniT 
^ taiR W 3IT3IT I oft 

cpisMi 4ttd ^ 3flT oflcTT 35iPT®rr^" 
q>iH<t» tcIT U>)H4>lcI! iftJIT t OTR *15HT 

f. eft Ifr -fJTeft ;Jl^r tRRJpr 3ftT IRRH ^ 
iitR 3fi^l3^w sft' uramsft ^ ?3 t TOt ^ 
#ShT Ht ;T tft? XW.ift.^ft.#r. 5RT 
5?ft?f % araftcT-fifflSr fr-PtW t ?raf^ 
fwgr. 

tw.tfr.tfr.aftT w «raR * »ftcR 

offi^ft lift ft? fetcr 3?ft «m 

WTOlUftT 91cft IFT IftlRfll t. ^ 9?=^ TO 
atm t ftcf ^ItR ?ft3IT3ft R q?R fti 
3iH^ f <ft aif^ftiP 

gpw ^ amR^nPcTT f? 

aif aPTft antr ^ Tq7 sntRn ^ rr Tam 
It anrifr ^ sjft ?w5t ^ 

# 3i\i»iUd «flP3n iRw ^ffcmaft ^ 

3TR I eWr, 3TcT: oPTR^ 

J II WiafePBl qtJffr. it tftrRHF 

TeftepR fepan atrar f, qpp isrftf wtfiPRr 
Tfm RR ^waft ^ it?T f 

XJH3T aift aniR tftft atr^ utiWH ftwiRft ft> Ict^r 
^3P oRTft ^ 3JWVa!4»dl Sl|t 
U l fit a Ru] ^ 37raT aPlT f % apRft qft 

oTT Tit imfi ^ jpit ?tt Tism 3ft 

jfjft IRR 3ft gft| 5HT 3T|r OTR ISpap 

Ir.g.gaft.ifr. grrr 48 a?er 49 ft> 
^cIT afft ^^aiRT 

W$ 48 «mst ^ gr tm ‘ft> jaam ^ ‘^ftcTRft 
apT Wdtf 9RHT % WIT 4lVl^ ?nn afRR I 
gr tjcR-33Pft ^ Tfmraft ft? iftar gft| 
It TaiR. gRT <a ft^ IWh iiftR ftiftT an 
UtR arrat ‘nr' aman *ft? «am aft' grilg 


jff 








[m III—^p»5 4] 



3^^ Wm ^ fcTv ?RT 3nt3nt.tror. 
OTT<^5T-3T«rtcr TOlcW CRIir 

<ftgrT3ft/m vm OT-grr^ » wg< (iV r ft? 



«ft. ^TF 5H ^=msf m 3?^ vim ff. 3ni 
tm vf 3^ 3^H«r vi^, m m 

jm 3IT ^ mr^ ^ 3v< u<mi4 

ifr.ir.mTO. <t. if ft »i«a rqg fo 

w?3n vtm viv 

snFisT 5wfr 3MMm flRW ons^ itaity ^ 
f. 3if qRm; ^iidWM in OTtjsT ^ 1?»icr !r. 
flMr ift qtR ^ mw tiT trasT 

^ wWi TOR cRirar f. 


anf.aiTiJ.TO.TOiTO vm sron^ 51 ^ 

^ vm tm %. r?i=^ if wroutr 
t 2r9it«iT ^rar I ftr nq 75 * it 

3!ft9» «N VWa R ^ ^ tot 

ifIftH RI^ZtoT ^ f. 

^ inr aTfToT QTO illlBaft % lf)cR 
?ii|; g t oi aftnmr TOcTT t ^ w sft ti^ 
^ ^ TO 5T jfr ancfr t 5 t n^r 

amnTOm 9 ^ |. ^ tot ^ 

TOT l^ar t ipTcTO STI^ TOW 

to 1^. 

Vtmi ito sjtoir sitoto t 1^ apr^ 

TOT TOcfR vit 3n^ tn^ ^ TO ^ TWlfr 
Tim »ITO ?:qf^3Rpto3rrTi:ft3ftT, 3T?f: 
4^(4 Wpt Wft f ft? TOT ?fRlT it TftcT 

9»r ajUiiHi TOT ^ to ft. 


TOT tora# W »n$g\oi iwimsT to ^ 
qtow ^WcT TOW 3TBRTO t v4iM TO 
wto to ^ i?r ^ |r.^ grt TO 

wto tfiR tot iHRt ^ ^ ifr t TO TO 

TOT torat tor ^3 rw f:. to 

^ to ^ to ifit 

anTOTOTTtol. 

TO FfiTO^ 1?TO t ^ TO to to 
3TORI to TOa i w afrr to ^ ^ 1$Rr 

TOT 3TeT-W^ «>» 5MTO % to TOIR 

p ton TO TOT f^ to 3f' 
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qgq ^ 3TH^ 

2006 iPt ^ 

i^TRT fiKI ?R«PR i&RI 

gror yaim ^t3pt? t 
?T fts=*J I m\ UXK oPTT^gRgT 


g nw gl lp fl Hr?r ST^ 111 


^ ^ |r 1?rr zoos ^ 

IRpft ^ 3IT^ tR 2fr, 3flT fH Whl 3^ 

5f(y tr? 5fiTT. ^ ?R a iu i ^ui m. 

^[«ir q?R H«IT <IRT 48 gzt «IRT 

49 !R ?w3j rr; 8ft H8jr ir.ir.Tw.^. ^ nw 
5fr IsnrtftH m wwar m 3??^ 
cIlfR IRR 2|^r n8]?85 l^ftd gRSTT 811 <m 
^ 3frW!R 3^ m 8IT ?T3m 

it wwf^ 2RZnS7T 81T 3ttT oRT H8F 
^ ZRR^ ttol ^ 3Rcft. 

^ amnr qr s^ft ^ 

3fT f^ ^idel JIo1ltct<^ q>T ^ddl 1^, 

35!aRT 3* |r 38nft amjR qr 

!?r t cfr 35t ansr fg m t fts «r3^ 

^ ^t.TT.tW.Tft. ^ qm qgtii«t ^ 

3Iici%<iq>ril SWl 8ff. 4>c4n 53 TcR d4> 

IRTofr 2R q^r ^555 33I!TT TO 

3?g3flfrt^H IPRIRT fT8IT 35iqq if qqtrf^d 
qRqun fr.qtg arsr €t.q.q3.tfr. im f3Ri3 ftnn 
alTHT I. *ft 3^ 3q»3T |t fip 2006 

HJP 3 l ^eilc4I4> 3q StqH WJ?qJ f?r8n aR3T 
tir rwr 2006 ir q^pu fft»!T. nft: qtw 
58113 ^ q^pF qrr^ % llsr qq? 

13tqd qfiF3T qq qTcRT 31^ ftsqi f c^f ^ 

P^t 

fqqr q^^Fr tSFq ^nr q^rarr qn 3<^34w q^. 
qf 3q ^Jq3 q33 <F qT3 ^ ^ 33^ 

if 3 qw3 ^ 3iKr if. wtr 

^ 3 fimR ^ 14 q?r qfr «qi3 if 

5ra3T 8ft <M4q t fq> 3ff«tqntt 

fiKi q2i5T 3Tl^tq’TT ^ f*r«il q>l4 3^ff qR 3q»3T 
pIT, 3THt 3Rr aw 3l 1 ^q3 ^fr UM^ I dl if 
Gimm 3 ^ q33 3313 2lif 351 6IS|^ 

3|f qR 3WHT m. q33 3313 ^ 33 
3T31T aroRT «f^3ff ^ ^ 3TcRI 3T8R 3tft 
qR ^iq>HT qqfl^F ^ 35^31 3^203 ♦ 
14 qq 3F5m3 fP #39 if 











[m III—^ni^4] 


^TRcT ^ THTIsf : 



yu<;vi4»d? aiiiiwchdi % cT8it svdw iftfJ 
^ in ^ u i ff i cMm ffrrr 
XRJpqJ 2tT ^rUH ^ 3 TW g <q^dl t 3111 
Sft ftr qnsr TO ftjqr iPTT 8IT Hiir 

cm 3?g»ft1id w ?T3r5nr if w > r f$ i d 
«rr. 

fT t?ll^ if ^f^'d CT 3qoI«T I JftTi 
3T?ii CT ?mRT ammiraf ff. 5Rg n? cr qrm 
^ iftcTT m?fr qn^ trtd ^ l?n71 ST 
^ Tif in?T qi5^ ^ finr. 


11.5. 3n^.Hn|^.qH cm q1^ q3T.3fi.4f,^ ift” if frr tmsr^ ^ 

^ ^ 31**^ tfMi^cnu *Pr ccfrdt gsr dmw nrga zpt. q?r hf dmf aft it nf f^r? ft 

3TTq?qqT dsfl^ ^ dm q^ dw or^ ^ ddiF ftr ^ 3d Rmte s^-qrar ifurq dfijqt aqr 

din 3TT^.3irJ.Tm q»r 3T«jff^ qd^ ^ f?r? d^dcT if qq. 

12.1. aw f^ngr 25.08.2010 % qq 4r 3^3^ 3fq^ dqff qsT dmd XR^ t2f*qr t. 

qd.^.xfr.d cm odgd c?ftdt ^ dmir ^ 3iit.3Tit.qd ^ ssr^Pr ftajoff fi!w pr^ 
t^dfqr 31.08.2010 if) qq Cm 3Titt®m 3T!l^.3n$,qd Zff dif % ddq ftTdPT if) qiC arndf 5fR 
l^dfcF 26.10.2010 4) qq cm W<^ct 9d 1^ f. qd.^.iff.^f mif 3Tt$.3Tlt.qd % qc^cTT 3# j i d ^ ffi g cdif qiT 
gddlrdq? fifqdq stf^ dTPff if tor m ^ t. 


?F.do qd.^r.tn.€f. ^ qd.ilif.tfr.a cm drrm t ^ qd.^f.4t.a 4?f cmm tR 

indd if qf 5cft<4 an$.3ii^.qd. cn gr^di 

didif 


qqr rjt.w.qd. iPsr, 

35 * 1 ^ qdd-dm aw 
dfiq did^ C» ^ 
f»f*i)c 3TT^.3Tn^.qd 

cm u^f?id j^f 3d^ 
qicff cn^d^d 
u qT dd tor3if ^ 
dim if q3flr.arr.lfr.^r. 
q. 15/- m.Az. ipr 
5T 3ff q^^qf dTS^ 


i. qmtoc^dtoidcdfcrif toqm^ 
t ft? arr^jTTj.qd afrr qd.4r.tfr.#r. ^ 
d^ drji^ dqr fthsivftd dftcr 
3T^drq 3ff Iff HUT qd.ifr.tff.^r. ^ 
^f.qqr.rm. aN if dr^rtor Trarsd 
wKFqWqHPfTqT. 

qjto dftcr % armUd qdi^.tfr.tfr. # 
qd.«lt.rff.€f. ^ dd-dpt ifr d ddd 
aTTeRqq? Ciiaff dqftd ffdR ?f. J5/- 
q.^.c. aft CT ^ ' ijsiaid api^ 

3TTf.3n$.qd ^ qqarft aft qftaipT aft 


q? ajd.aff.ft.ft. qq diddr 
ftr qajT tofjftd dtor 
J^fq ft ff. 


m wr.ifr.ifr.a aw at | ft? 
apftcr ttopftd dftqi ^ 
dCft if 3fTi.||<f.qd ^ 
'aw.ft.ft.ft. if? tffftfcr 
.dftci ftr ■ iwcTT qr ftqrc^ 
fhST afdft if Fid q^f ftaRf 
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31^ «t !Rga: 3n$jnt.m OTI ^tn 

i|if5CT3ign1&3W3ifiW'tT3BWW UW.sft.'ft.a * tKt <r«ft 
^ asiT afiRi * H?a uiwrftn: a^t Stef ft: flsfi an 

IjTOTMQanaTfi^. 


ii. fST 3^, 3ITt. 3!!^.^. » 

X!T€m ^ cTOT 

115 ^ 

31^ IcTtlTT ^ 3IRr5[^, 3Tlt' 
an^.iFH. vf^ ^ -tflw 

^ ten «rr tte^ ^f» 

oldster t 312=^ ^ 

3ni.3nt.nH. 3ni^ niHft ^ nHH oth- 
an^t 3^ crar ‘Tt^-3te!wr ^ 
foW fcbd^R Jlif iW. ytiid4 ^n4 3ni. 
ani.nn. ^ anrsft ^ ^ f fH nr 
^ 3frr ^ intHciT Hit 

5ft. 


iii. 3ni. 3nf.nH. STTT t^sn nr^ 
UxnHH 3l JJSH IJHH 7^ 
a t ffifte T 1963 ^ <rRT 2(p) ^ 
3c^jg ^ 3t^?^ HTH H^HT H^TT *PPft 
JpT qcR ofTH-HHt <rflHI3ft 3Ft JIRT JRTHT 
jfr 5nt3n?r i, otnr ter sir h^rht t 
^ “tte{^)” «Pt nftHTOT # ter 
5I3RT (in^clidHn ntHT) 3T5im 
‘tft?[5r nr <841^ 3np*f *ft 
3Tcrf^ i. nter 35®H FHRT 
3Tt^rt? r n H 1963 ^ ^ 46 ^ 3IH^, 
3T?ZI (teft ^ ^ ^ 

tp 1«IHT 35n 5HlFt 

5T?ff ^ niHH ^ fitHT «f?li *ft nWfT 
irr nriH-jnit «Rt *ft 3 T 

H^ar f H «5T HR «i^<il 
i. 5ifit te fo: i, to 5RtHRrr 
anTO ^ ^ nn.^.^.^t. 3ni. 3ni.nH. 
ii^r 3fH?Fitcr ^t i H5n 3ni. ani.nn. ^ 
^ 31^3^ ^ 3Ta5tH TctH w tor 


3ni.3ni.nH ^ tonn 

25.11.93 inr ^ 

l3W.4t.^ft.fr. ^ 

4t.nn?.nH. ^ ^ 

ilH eltcfr HTfCtoT .ytjidd ^ 
.^FT^ 34 -Hplrl ton i 3ttT 
j n?r.^.^.€t. ^ oTH-HHt ^ 
HHH ^ to tetter 
ton t. 

ill. tote 08.03.1994 ^ 

tern H® 123 tezn te f. 
35531 nan 3t1^ltoH 

1963 ^lKT-34 ^ 

vrfcnnHt ^ Hat nr 
xytF ter 5H snWeWH ^ 
Hfa 5te teto nte rPH4 
^ to 3^ nto it 

qficFHT i 3T5nn toft ator 4^t 
Qtmto to HOT 

i. 35®n nOT 5=5nH 3tt?ttow 
: 1963 ^ ^-34 im 3l^HTT 

r te? 3ftT it Octe Hfte 
r 3T^'n8fr (nr n4t srftertt 
f 3ft to ^ ^ ! 

» ^ nRT Far nn H |?t a«n to 
t wwTFn 5n tote 3!toT ^ 

T 3T^'nW fflTt 3ttte^ tter OTT 
T ^) tea ^ hthfh ter 
i ?nH 3tei«to srmsft. 


citet 3Tf?3ltet #t rjRT 34 
^ 3Ta;inT te »ft ntte ^ 
fH 3Ttorfter » nratet ^n 




[<iFr ni— 4 ] 




vm o^st ai$ % 
ofn^ cm;a-3irif f t 
^ fcHj). ^.t?qr.im. «fNr ^ 
f?3T.<^,ifr.€t. ift aii^^ anr an^. 
an^m aftr ^ ^ 

^ aaa anf. anjm fcWinjar 
airarlt. 

iv. 3*I$lf ^pw qasT 

«inr aifW^iMi 1963 4? aainsa 4? 
wn tmr 33 ara^ 
POT.^.iftAasfsjsft jrtr iR qpRja aftar 
# nftF JIPT aaR5IT|t. 

an^. aff^.m sfr ftr 
aw artira agtgi ^ | atir a a ff ^ d hw 
affcJa aa ^ f, ^ ^ ijRftfr 
^Niar aasw^ aar P^a.<^,pJy.^r. i^?r 
PR ai^d^of imiaa 4 r^ (g 15 /. 

^ ZR ^ aitaar ^(pwr 
3pzpr 4 R^ ^ aar 9 a^ opt fcaarr 


% aiWR tR ai|Et 
Jwa TR znHia a^t i?Wt. 


iv. a4aaaf^ zi^aia aia^ 
^ aRT -34 ait PtUftd Ti^ ^ 
Jpgam a^r Ittwr aai aia 
Tra.itfi.4t.€t. ^r ftp aop^r 
a[» 123, ftdicn 0X.03.t994 TJf^ 

atol, 3R^d 

v. 4Pftta aiaar »ft tra.4t.Tft.^, 

5RT <t.TT.T?a.pfr. ^ aa^iT ^srm 

aar m. anf. ant.pra. ^ zRaftsT 


wga ft»Ti p^oftfSfrRiFaa^a 
t ftp ant. ant.m ^paa 
an ^ TOR aam sn^ nn ftaita 
nR RfT t. am TOR tR % ;f?pTr 
mtn t aTs=a«rr TO.tfr.itr.tr. aa- 
aiR R arm nn aror tfzf tt 
aiTOT. 


vi. wftiaaftrnma 34 tfp nratnsfttfp 

aw aiaaro RI atfiftp jR 3!5a 5RT 

anawrn anpw brt, a^rta aap?a a® 
123, itaftp 08.03.1994. ftftfta 
ai^Wlftci ftsm am %, 

vii. tfr.miP.TO. naa Rtar nt 

wR naar f. aia: a i ftn i ^iw an R 
npftra tfr.nm.TO. *5r tf? ma nn Rn, 
3P«rta tfr.nm.TO. Rn a^T ftp aRztsr 
PP^naa RR f, gut Rr a<R aiR 
mw at-mm tfrnr Raa nPT TO aw iia 
piiRpT t am atr naa aiR t Rar ftp 
^®n naa ama aiftn^tro 1953 Rr 
ma- R aiaRa Ba ^ft P d t. npRia 
aiftrtStTO, 3R=n ftmtr R aw, , 
aratrn nffta ar nro-arR ^it ?ntfnp 
R 3faRa agtfi ftft^r aftpiftiman 
mt R Rna awTsw RncRro R ftRr 
^wr on an>ar t. sfr tR 3 ^ naa Rr 


vi. 3nt. jfft.TO. 3^ •mmaa, 

ajtft R 3ga?R mm mror. 
mt^q»i mffta npwr am aisw 
TO|«tr nprtmftm aft n^ftta 
naRr fr ftp 31^, ant.na. aRr 
TO.tft.xfr.tr. ata Rit MUfnftR 
aayr m aftm atft tfr. faR 
IRifra nRar m zRrfar jfr ftp 

ait. 3 nt.TO. 3^ rmmaa ma 

aitr 3fita R apa at ft? 
Rr.n.TO.tfr R ftutn R Jigan 
m, TO.tfr.tfr.tr. rt g?m m 
^P'taR na PUT m. ant. 3nt.TO. 
ma fa wim R tRnwn qaaia 
tfttf 5^ fmman R anta R 
'PPaamn R am/armn 
TO.tfr.tfr.tr. Rr aaa nprtmftft 
R ataoR 3 nt. ant.na. ma 
ftm an ga?na m aR=nR m 
atr t 1R 3 nt. ant.TO. R 
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nm aiTBom 451 

^TRT afrf 4t.W.4?r. ^ ^ cW 

I 5THc?T t 2^ iraraa TidlHI I 

H?IT ^ 4>iJ ^ 

^ 55J 2pr Ifl-4T5IBT 45lAf, ^ OTiR ^ 

T47 eftr 4T ff ft5 w? stt-w 

35«W ^ tr.TT.TTJT.tflf. ^ ^ 

3ncr^Tcn^TO^^<^feB*^^ 

1.4t.€r.Tw ^ oft 3n<ft |. 

2. 1^ *Pt tSt^TTTSft 41T>^.t|f,ft. ?RT ^ 
orRtrf:. 

3. TW.ifr.tft.tr. atr^TRT 45lrlT I fti 3^ 

MriH 3ftT 3n^ irr^ tw 

^^JToft ^ 4lt3^ qft 

xw.3ft.!ft.fr. 5RT wirtt, flrttma 
3T*5?1St?T I^b^t oiidi j[t 5ft*41l4I 

4. ^ 3n4 W4 » Jtfr l|t filr Hifr t5i?ft 

Hurt 4fr 3t^mf4 ^ ^ 45Rwr t 

Hot45ftcT oIRT w ifd ci <hsrR 
XJ^ 4r!irr-3Tpt UHp1?Mf •4f<l!$AtHI 
45riRT2r|t 


xj?r.4t.xft.€t. 45r qinr f*fl<WR 4R 
tof4T ^ 3IHH ^ 45^ W 
^r. 3n$. 3n$.xj«T. xjJT.4t.tfr.€r. ^ 
xnm oRTT^ ^ 4>H*ti ftnai 44 

vii. 3B45?4 V® 123, ftt*n4» 
08.03.1994 4^1^ , 

^ f . q«R ?4W 

i%3 iRt tim 52 ^ 
ai^RR (09.07.1997 ^twi4^ 44 
3 i f^15 i-- tRt 15 jtrr tofflH) 
?feoT sm >fr 4T 4T «fff 4fr 

tetxr 4»?i ?R4iT 

H4T 43144 34 
445RT5T 3449445 f. fdl45K ^8^ 
fXT 45filT t 4145o4 Ro 123, 

fit^rra? 08.03.1994 45 31^ 4RT 
52 311314T4 3n49445cnft 451 

aryHoRT plT (f. Fft45R 

45^ |xr 45?STr t 44.4t.xit.<t. 

4Rr wim ftitrfr 445R ^ 

OTH Sl^t iRt 4t ft. 3fH: 
ip^STT I 1215 3fi45o4 Ro 123, 
fijRfiF 08.03.1994 44513l445l^H 

H4r ant. anj.m 4? 
4Tl^!t, 3 1<Hf l ^ «h4A af t yif lt. 


5. 44^45^ 3^lft 341^ 314? ^XflH viii. aiW^ftW ^ 414 2 (p) 
4iry^x^ 313541 ^ JUfl fen. ‘1?r4T(3RTiT)’**^H4Tn?IT12(r) 

4f?nrr-3n3t 45*1 mRhiI^ci 4Mi<n 1^. 


(viii)lfn 5B^ ^ ^ if 44li' JtJ 

ffe ^ if xpSl^ ^ 

3mNfl?cl 4^ 3134 % ^ ft 4f 

3R^ wH 4^ am if iyi4 Wl <£ 1 
*it^ 4ior #4T fe 3Rnfer fe srf^ 
15/- fe 4 ^ 5r ^g4iR?i fe 
4f^4?n 45fen ft^sif 4l?t 
9nft ^ Tfditci f ^ 
3n^3ini(?« 3ig;4^ 

^ ^4c!H 45>r^ fe fttj 4R4 t ^ 


i^t ft 

3n^3n^4|X*cT ^ T?45 414! 41?l 
ftnr t, n?4tf4f igp tl 

?RT 4R 311#f mWT 
w t ft 'fin^ 44 

4TR 4>t ncRit ^ 4141- 44 
^c«n44 ^fel45cl 44141 tl 
“4141” fe 4144 if 44^145401 ^ 
“5i47ft44” fe ni44 fe ft4 
4414144114445 cft4 44 4<llffl 







[«rFr in—-305 43 


*rR?r ^ TTsm : stowroi 


(ix) . ^ ijgsR % i?r, ^ 

5 ^ 1963 iff 3 Tg t^< 

46 ?WT 33 ^ ^ nWMH 

# ^ upr ^ 3lf^f^ 

1963 ^ 3ig^ 48 49 ^ inwff 

(x) . ??r^, itfrq ^ 

3fR^ ^ ^R«T # vjR 

^ ^ M^IcT ?? »TF ?51PIT vSITcIT #, 

% SRPfcT % 

a i fe fM a | afhr 
3ni3n^?cr ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^414^51 % i?p^ ujrtf % 

^gn?lFT%f^lTOTtl 


5^feraRii?9r 
?PI^ ^ ^ ^ g?lR^ 

^ ^ t luRm 11^ 

’IT % wm ^RIR^l % ^ 

cwr 1^ tjqs vsffPir ^ 

^ 5RR Tpj g, 

^ ^ t % 

“5Rl%R” % ^ 

{^) W aJFRT ^IT 

^Rm wif ^sicft gs^ 

(^) ^ ^ 

jm . 

(^) ^ ’il5T IJebiR ITR^ if 

^ %g?r ^ST ^ afk 
^ ti ^ gs?5iir % ^ ^ 

^ cRJR ?1«JT ^tRli 
% ^awiRPT % ^ilwof 
t, ^ t ?wr 3R4tf^ 

3n^ 

^ t|T WSfR 

^ 3niai^ ^ 11 


vW^Orl mvR % 
^ fifsff ?!^ ifj TOzr % 
^ ^ ^ aqHH ^ fcRT 
W t ^ ^'WJoT R 
inj^ m anijs^ aiw^ 
“qRT” vr ^OTH #, ngw ^ 
arfSlf^ iPT 46 

41(lq»Rn ^ai4 4^cdi; 46 

^9cr ^ »i R > [jf^<if ^ 

t ^*11^ ^ if R 

^ ^ Rf# f| 

*R W RR % 

.^WR % ^ f??if ic!R ml 
f^# ?Rf ^ ^ W7 
3n#pr 1(1 ^ci>di t ^ 
3ig^ % ^ SfifR % HT 
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(jx) 26- 

10-2006 cT^ ^ 

^ ^ «JT} 

% 3lfi|^3ERT ^ IR 

^ ^ ^ ^ % 

3IRTT ti 

’i?^ ^ 

% ^c<i> 

'H^dl t\ ^ 

3F^ Pi^kpTI ^ mRi# ^ 

gji ir#5i ^ 

^1^ % 3ig^ 1^ ^ 

^ ti "W^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ f}9> ^ ^^t51 % f$l^ 

?JriinT ^ cPT ^rasm 11 

(x) ^ an^ 

17-3-2003 <f 3^: 

^ fq 151WI w # 
1^ t|l^ ^ ^Md l ^ 

'CI’^CPIX cp^^ I 

^ ^ t aqrawf^ 

w? % ^ ^ 3?rawa> t % ^ 
^ ^pte g5T 1^ 

vIRJl ^11? ^ !^ ^ ^ 

^41m'cii ^ aiRftrtRd 
^<^cp|c}cpni ^ ^SPI Wl 3^^? 
a? arf^rf^*PT ^ ald^ld ai^^ 

(xi) 1^ ’^t ?a5R ^ 1^ 

'3dd ^ 

%w:\ ?=TTcn t ^ ^ ^ ai^ 
t arr^T oTTO w 

k'HM<D % af 

?fr |f^ appJ 

3fiT i, n # 

cfR ^ ^W45yu| % I 

^ an w t 

41^51^ afl7 an^anj^ % 









[qPT III— 


w ^ TFspiw ; aran^Rq 



^ W i all? 
^ <f ^prtMld »it 
jRgf^ ^ ^ ^ 


^ smf 
ftki »R 

CII^CXS'»I 3fR^?R ^ 

f^U«J ^ 

5Rr jR^ 
Hx^iq 4frgj||^H % 

^ti 


r (i) 

! 1963 » 3igf<fe 48 » a i tf N 
^ 3n^ ^ I % ^ 

wm if gfi^ ^ lijijpi, 

^ ^ ^ iiR fSrfiRf ^ afk 

^ ^ ^ fuRI% 3Rpf?T 

^IT 

3RI ^ kJI gn^ f ^ qy 

upr iti ^ 3ff8ri^ % agtd? 
42 % awnfer t m'jf^ am ^ 
^f%?ir%^TOiftl 
(ii) arg^d^ 48 ^ aRPfsr amj 
^ ^ if Iff ^ ^ ^rttq itl?if ^ j 

^ m^ff % ^flaiRi^ ^ 1^1 

aRtff # afk ^ aiRF# aa ^liaya 
ai ftj# aiar ^ % ai aaa ^ afr 
^ ^ ^iaf^ t ar HRft a?5a wia *R 
I ^ ^ ^ ar ^ % %akd ^ 
^ ar <if^ ^ ^ a^ ^ 

anPlcT aR^ f i f^pfaia a^a % 
ana^ ^ ^ artla 
^aiapif ’^I^RRa if anPicf t, 
^ cTiae^ ana^?R 
^ ^ ^ »il^ !^ anf ^ 
a# ^ ^ 
(^^) aiai/^<wH da d d 
^ afaa vsm ti afftm a?cr 
aia ana^ ^ aia % ^ if 


ah?m da ar awa 
fear aar ai^dya^H 
aa a? 3rd a^ cpnar an 
^rasar t % iff dai dd 
?Rr a>f a# ar f^df 3Rr Bif^ 
?Rr ^ a^ arf^iftaa ^ 
argada 8? ^aidf % arg^ 
aifSi^n ii 

(ii) aadM d a?^ aR 
a? gar gsrai % ddaav^ 

aa ar gar# aiga ^ 
dar t dfa gd “d;f ar «jf^ # 
f^a^e # 'alaa iP* aarai air 
^ # alra afe RRgaaar 
ana^ d^ dfa # arja f#ar 
an asT t d aaddd 
cprr^ # fcia arfSr^d aF 
dara aiaa? t alR 3ifS|f?»aa # 
3ig«da48#af^t! 

(iii) aifSrf^aa aa args^ 
48 ^8gr t df €fT^rd #aR 
g^ daraff a^ daR adar dt 
arf^aa # argida 48 # 

d (^) if acTd at f i 
a*rdd<!) ^ at daia 

3if^f^aa # 3Tg^ 48 # 
ar^ aar ad # 
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(iii) wn m t (iv) v\ 

48 % ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ITTfn^ ^ . 

Tif^ ir?^ t ^ ^ *iH ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ f? ^ 

?Ri Pi»ii<H ^ ii?T ^ ^ ^ ^ <55^ ^«ici 

41 ^ g>ri 3RI ^ ?RT 

Rif^i^ 'm ^ vp^ ^ ^ ^ S, €lt!^ ?RT 
1963 ^ sigite 42 ^ ^ ^ ^ t^- 

apcpfcT w A ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ ?tl iRFT ^ 

(iv) 3lfSlf^ ^PT 3igid? ^ t m ^ ^ JRH ^ 

48 ^ ^ ;3^ TP? ^ ^ g!T # t ^ ^ ^ 

“f^^mfer” f^ ^ T?T ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

t, ^r? TTC t ii^50P f^«rtT«r % ^ <5)v^^41 % ^ ti?t 

^l?Ki'tr^ ?RT IRFT ^ nt t ?II €tI??*FSt ^ ^ 

3R?oqi^?RI^^tt^^Jnf^rf?Tt ^ ^ ^ »1B 1*11^ ^ 

^ ?Ta2IcT: TO ^ JRPT ^ SiraTiraKlT^il 

^ ti ^ 313®^ ^ mi ^ (v) ^^r?^3ieimv^ 
SigriR ^ ^ W 

1^ (si?^ ?jf ^'aif^ci ?P^) ’n 

^ i 313^ flPfe 3rf^rf^, 1963 w ang^ 

#n ^ tj# f^eif^ if ^ Wl 35 g^: ngn <pxni 

TI#T P l «ml^d ^ 3n^ f ^ TTWm: 1^>®I1^’ I TT ^ftf5T 

^ ^ ^ 3RPf?T ^ I, 313^ ^ ^ ^ 

^3TI^ ^ €!t??r¥l TI^ ^ 3TS^ V ^ ?ffT 'TT 

JI?^/3n^ IRtT t ^l?13ff % 

TITO if mv^ ?>T TtlH fiplfRH 31^ ?>nf ^ '^IqHl Pi»Hif^n 

(v) if ^iimf^ ^3fr ^ ^5^ f ^ 3if5if^ 

iR^ iR?n? ^ 3tf^ ^ 3(5^ 48 ^ 3RnfcT aro 
/ ^ RPt RT RI W ^ (t) ^ 3Tg?^ I ^ 

f^gje ciT^ST^ 3nq^ % g>ra? g>T tot ^ r^ti^ ^ 

R^ gjT snf^igRor ?RT 3ig^ 35 

1^ RTFTT ^ifl^JI T5to sHRiI^RH % (2)(T) TRf ci^IRH I ^ ^fTR 
31^?^ 48 gR Tfi? WI ^ ^ 3TTg?R^ TlR5im t # 
i^’f^t^gTE^gHti^feiTii?^ ^ ^ q>4^iRHf % 3ngM ^ 
?1TR> RTTHT t fr'Rf Rlf^RPT®! ^ 3litfeg RRR Rft ^RWI 
^RTIT^R^^3ff^TOTifg^^ RR TOTTT tl g^f^^^RTR^ 









ni—■QW 5 4 ] 


w ^ TTsm : 


f^R!^ 

^ w t, 

^H^fla ^1? jnfe^'W ^fiRf 
^ 3fg^ 48 if ^f2f?T 

^ wr if anrozp^ % iM 
^ t, W if ^ j^ 

^ ^ ^ <ft^ % ?ir <fr ^ 

if ^ ^ iJr (^fNnl^ n\i^M 

^ 3?Wm>r, 1908 % 3Rnf?r 
t) ’n 'fcf sr^^rrf t 
3ft^ ^ srf^cf^ ^ ^ I 

t ^ ^4l4l<n ?RT inliif^ ^ 
tl, 

(vi) 3lfS|^^ % ^sfiRT 

«rg^ 48 if ^ ^ if*’ 

^ 3|if 13lk WT ^ 
^nfm t if 4f # 

^ ^ ^ Jilfr ^ 5fifi ^ 

w ^ qsrsg ?T*^ ?iqj ^ ^qnj 
^ ’ll «fl^ i^TT »fnf % ^ #, TfiS 
€IWT4f ^ ^Nsff ^'RPT^ if ^ w 
m^m ^ ^ 

JWfT / an^ftRT 11 

(vii) ^ if ^ afr^ gqgw 
^ ^ ^ if TO aif tJIRif ^ 

*lRn % •fn«^«i TOWW •^I^M4 ^ 

^ ^xiJiw 14 ^f*?f ^ 

’FFprai^ IRTO ^ ^ 3F^ 
tj9Rm ftpr afm^ (2 ?h^ 665) 

^if tir a^r 3IWR TO W TOW 

tl %, auR^ 

41W{H Rit t ^ 

^ ’inf if t at? ?Ry tF i 

W??^ t? ^ »fr^ j 

5it?r»?rfq?ftR^ti<|f!qRR ’ 

if vn^z,\^vi a>T aaw^fli VT ^ 1 

t 3f|? ^jrfhfrff % IRJRIR ty < 
TOm tot: ^ / ^ftif ?lt?r 1 
TTpf % ?f4sT if t i tlTR^ ’ 
^ ft??fr ^ ^ tf ft?TO 1 

% TO? if 2006 if TOT TOJR i 


TiwPifl* ta?fi|fiRJT 
t? a?gi^ 48 if ^ t 
at? ^ ^ tffif ?i^ iTPf % 
^if tl ^ ITO H l ?ip | » 
r tN % ^ ftftPRfor ^ ^ 

■ ^ % Hf? JRR ?t ^ 
^Riat % ^ tr TO 

TO% m ftro 1?^ tlm # 
?TOTO: “a?5?T»f?T ?IT ^ ^ 
^ft*Tr ^ ftiP* ?W W |?tTOT 
tim (^l?nfl? a tt^ iiH 
tr 313*d2f 35(0 3rft^ t? 
3r3«di? 48 t ?f3f?r tl ^ % 
“<ff^ ?? ^iT ^ ?t?r ^ ?«iT 
if” ?5i jfiit?r frlRr tl?Tr I 
(vO 

1^1 t ?8 TOC?TO 
3TR^ tr ?rw t ^l5Hj WTO 
TOR ?9T t ^ 4 I€Itoj?t 
^roff ?Ttii Pi*ixi*?t affift % 
?5? 1114lils^'r« tf^RTO % 
TO^f ^ t at? |?i^ t^r if 
aaiif ^ Hf4fd? 

TOR tl ?P8 tiTOJoT ?? awt 
'If?! ^ Tjilt ftt? ^tw 
?TO ^ wm tl HI8£?^ 
m\^H t? TO R^ Ritwrif 
tr TO if JitR TOt f at? t 
?rt RT^ TOIR ^ ^ 
TOR RT yWH #1 TO 

ftt? TO % JN4iRl4 t ^ 
tiTOJR ?? Rit R^ 4Wf Rt 
tfcilTORRilt 4fR TOT TOR 
11 ?R^ TOTO Rrtf % ?wi^m 
R^TOt tr TO 
aT?8 MR^ ^ ?l(^c1 ^tf 
TO?IR RT ?TRR tl TO ^ 
5?R ^JRT 4f RifR 4?f|ftT 
?l4f TO^f RT yiTO TOff ^ 
R^^R RTR tl TO TOR 
4f yn^RT tiR ftr tort? 
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^ ^flRT ^ SRPhr 3IR!T tl 

t jilM if w ^ 

oRH % ^ Rra 

^ cR5»? 3 ^ ^ 

^ ^MlVcfl 11 

(viii) ^4^*n«ri 3RT ^ HxdW 
^i^if 

t ^ W ^ ^ ^ 

if I 'H4l?l?I / ^iNNf ^ 

if ^ % ti^Rd ^5^ W 
gjRlH RIcI % 4i4R51 % 

^ 3R#g5R ^ TO»f’rff 
^ cincr^ «iiM^4in % 

if t ^ 34^ ^ ^ nirtf’irf 
^ ^ ^ RPf % rWURT t l 
if 3Rli3njl?cT ^ «W% R^r 
17 ^3Fra^ 1977 if 313^ ^ in 
Ri) 6 /-rR firfl^ ^ ftRIW % ^ 
R^ 3415-4 R RjRT RRR '*i'ni(5> 3 ? ^ 
^ R^hWc^fsIf ^ ^IWT 
tir I 5>qci ^c4> ^ RRRTT RR €f 
snfsn^R^ 3RT ftRR W 1 

(ix) RR^3i3*ffy 1 ^ 

^ flft #>11 if ^ Rf^ 

R5?r RPt ^ RRR5R 3 ^ RR^ll^fl 
f^RT «nRT riHr t^Rnfty RRifif 
sMR|(5rR ^ RIRRFif % RRpflT ftRlR 
f^RRTt, RWWRWii tl R 3 BrillJ 
f54lRR5? 

^ 3l3sdR 2 (R 3 ) % 8 RPte ili w 
R?T^ f5># R 3 W il?l % # 
3lf5|(5RR cR^ ilif f 
^ srfirfifRR ^ HWMi*ff % «m4n 
3Rl5j flR^, Rf5 ^ Vftw RS^r 
^ 3 Re: 3l(^lf5RR ^ 3*3«dR 2 
(3IR) 5? 3P^ mRriRRI W r 5^ 
Rpf ^ Pit^M”! ^R5n i ^ v^ ^ 
RTRJ^ t ^ r 5^ RPf RR5 ^ % 


RSf cTPP ^Im ^ RTR WIH 
TjRiWfif ^ im 3^ ti 
ilRitffif 3Rr RT R5?r 
^ Riii ^ Rif if 
3nif ii RRiWfif % 3 ir% 
RR^ira RiOT 123 ftRfV 8-3- 
1994 if WiR R5R ^ 
RitelRiff^tl 
(vii) RRifM3RIRJf<^ 
R3R Rif ^ RR Rif t sifR ifi 
r5rT RPf RR ifif 3fRT RraiR RR 
cR^CRROT RW«r if 

RRilifif 3Rr cFRR ^ RI^ 
^c^'f ^ RRR if Rif «oc^i il 
TjRifir arfSi^ if 313 ^ 
48 if 3icPf?T if RB 
RfRi if iti 3RT 
if M ^fRiR 'ifi ^fRT WR ifi 
RiRT Rpf if 3iRR f TWI Rifej 
3 |(cIR<W 4fifR 3lfiRfR 4f^ 
cpRici RIRRlif ^ ^n*In •*ii*i 

ii ^ ^ Rif t ^ R 3 
RRRRR #r RR R^^ if 
RisrtRR if RRI RiRWfRR ^ 
3!li4>H 4fR Rif RRRIR^ 
RfRRltl 



[npr III—:^4] 


’iroi ^ TRnnr: aramRwr 



^ ^ t ^RwliSwWlF^ 

^ »mr ^ ^ # f TOT ^ 

^ t 

^ »f%g TO t ?wr 

w ^ if» ^ 

B*I^IW!T W*q ^l^lcflf % 

®*^ ^ ^ g? ^ w **ir % 
^ ^"3^ 11^ 

**nf *lix^flq ^ aifllf^ ^ 

^ ^ 9fPf 7||f ^1 

I ^ mir ^ M am am fiN?r 11 

^ ^ win ^ aft? f 9 4ft 

^ft*if % ft «n*r # aft? 
^ f ^ «jhf ift mqr A lan^ f 
^n?^ ijtf aifft^jr^^ f 
♦l ^ <%iirir tiii f 
iftnr t f^ ^ if 
**^*** ^ ft^ ^ ^ alft ?!?«p ^ 
^ t mft q^snfftcr ^s?ft nft 
^rtf I m ?rBqsR amr 
wterff {j?r B?i9r 
^ q>y>i ^ ftft ift a n wanw ^ 
ft fthiMw lihr m 
^ ^ aft ^ ?ftiir fty 

ft^ «»3?n? t ^ aft 2006 ft 

’IRa aRan? ^ ^ fftnj ijq 
agm t ftfft aftiir # 
^ ti ftlaiii|f( 

tft:^tfta ft^ aftar aift a? aPT aanir t 

^ Saft TO mr 11 ^Nb% m? 

tout aar t, aa laiar ^ 

^ #ff ftf amr jarr 11 

(x) ftaaft ft a?m anarift ftqj 
t % «?qi? 5 T ^ fft:^ ift^ 
aftar apf ^ ftaftf lanir #i 119 inaft 
y afthw? ST aj?ft ff % 
ftftrojH ^ aa ^ api ||aft ftii ar 
l W y r ftft? aftar arft a# aainr 
t, aftftRT Hif^of fthf ft tftjq a? 
^cxyn apqftifST ^:?fft9 ^ iftjf 
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•wr 

3nq^ 
% f^ q t Rd 

^.15/- ^ 


(xiii) 31*4 jrasR ^ i^t, fff 4?wn< 
^ c*nH 5^ % 4>i??54or 

^ %4T .w m(c^ 3nq^ 
f^.-^ 3i< 5^ ^ ^ % 

3RPlcT TJH4t4lil ^ ^ % !n#T ^ 
^nftoi I # ifr?r % 4RWf % 
^ ^nPi^ t nuRR % 

^ #1 35to 3 l f8>filW ^ 

3ig^ 49 % 3irqR q? €l w4 l 
iraiH*ff ^ feq ?f^ % %r{f^ 

^ig^ira/sniftRTti 


^ 15/- JI% qsr vUrt imR 
% Wf JI 3^n 

aiF^^Fff % wr if jRR 
t ^ <l€lTOf ^I4i3if ?wr Pm^ 
snft % WT if # f^Riif 
wm JraicUH ^ #1 14!^ 

^if^lR’ckl 4f ^ if ^ 

^-3Tg»nf^ top<i> giR 
105/- % ^ 4R ^ 413^ 
«Jf / ff-3iginf^ ^ 

dMRUii 11 anir iRf^ if, 

^|I||H4 % if 
^ w t fWf ^ a nj a i R 1983 
617 if Mfc^^Ra ‘'H4fwi •^jl4iei<i 
^ Pf^ iff 4nft5r t, ^ cPTR 
^0^ 1^ snf^l^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ aiRv t ^Wfr?T 

ll 

if, H4T ?Rf W 
W ^ tl 

aicfrai, % ^ffn^ % 

^1*1B RI5^ 3IIM^fH % feq |S(f 

Jnfii*w # irgc^ 35 t 

f^«ihwr f^Nr 3n ^g>r t f^R# ?rt 
ft5l^3Tc!iqiviR4^.15/- q% 
% 'jqRT tl ?qr qfw if It^iiq iffr? 
^ 20-11-2006 % 26-03-2008 3ft 



(i) 

^ ^i4cx^ 4114^11^ % #i3f 


<eH4l4l^ 3ft 5ft4«3p ftw # 
3n5eq(?dr anq^ % % 
Pp^ ^ 3ft . ' 3ft 

arfft^^ti 

(ii) . 3qfT if ^ ♦ 
gf^fW «l4w|i!fil ^ # 3rtf 
’it t afiq ’f # tlf W 3?T 
ftl" oii4cxq'*i t|l'3ilftl'.' 


15V V ^ IR# W 

t 


WB V ^ tf qw 31# 
#f#IW VT Rfq 
V. 105/- Ilfir 3B #f vfiw 
Wft 3V q# tl Vr 
Rnm t % iprtMttff ft qiq 
ftRt #f’m 3R #f t 
331# qq 3H# ftBi 31^ 
tlTI 3ftqB qwfft ft. % 

,i,\ f —C^C^Ck *>• ^ ■; 

333 3WWW 38i 3i 3fi 
3133# t % VR #^ #|| 

#3R y y ft ftt ia qfH ftf «rwft3j 
ftl<f TO 3f# f I Tif ^q) 
ft3R 3J3T W m t i#|3f# 

?ng^33ft3r vr gqro 
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^ cnfe^ ^ 

?Rr 3if^ % all^ 
3IRp;t5#^5T^. 19.69/-4W^I^ 
^f^ci 11 l?n^ 

t % ^4cf*IH tTJir 

3rq^ 3F«T ir w t # 

3R^ if 

anq^ %vm^ qraam tm 

^RT WwiQci q;. 15/- s# w ^ 
^1^ 3ft? isiR ?fn?i cfnar #1 airt, 
q»i <Kt €f ?i?i 15/- ^ iCT 

l994ifwq?r<rTOifri 
aicl: ^ 2010 if mg / 

4 ant ^ 4R5ft 5? ?5. 

15/- 

^qgaRTti 

4t tj5i tf3r if 

^ ?5.i5/- 
RRI H^cq> f^Mf?«J 4^ ^ tf ift €f 
w iR?na ^ wteR®! % qpw 
1997 ^ q?T ti mfs 4 
wfirtR«r a^t? cn^ 4fftr ftj aispn? 
q«f*«n qwcl ^ ?wr WN 

tf ?Toff % qiw m\ 
/anfeftRT t tf ?5T if auftm 

m^gR fe? 9mm 
ftuff^cl iP?4 45 ^ ??T 
infiiamftyqRrat l997 4sR5cTq»T 
4f ^ €r % irwRr % 3?3?nR 41 

^pi 4f ^ ^ 5RI417^ HfPT tf? 
if^. 15/-Rf42»r%^%aB|5R^ 
anq^ 45 anaww ii5?w 
wr q??TO ipn inf^4’x*i 51 ^ av^4f4sT 
ftRi ^if4q I • 


^ ?8T 11 
^qga^T 4fqr fiy ipr 4141 
€14) 41 w zH 4 

^ aiq4 qid s? ?r*ft 
qRHRi 4reif^d ZR snftj I |qi4l 
41?-iin^ 1441 |4if^i{ ^- 
ar^qiftd f4#<HI» ^ 5^ if 
^c!?g a ig rag (^ q> 4l 

(iv) antantq?!^^# 
qq 41 4l €1 4? 41^ q? uspft 
a«q^?H ?PT |?Rr q41 
l4!qTqqr nqra5rqq4M141q? 
an^cqqai anq^TR ^ qf4q 4 
qiRici fif4 ^ q44 q4f 

4l q?loR ^^551 t|?*WN 

4l^ % fciq 1?!^ 4^ 41]^ % 
«ni 

(v) m 41 mv JiRfPlv 
4 % ^ ant ant qer Rfe ftq 

15,000 iCH % a4qRT f4«nqq 

4i?TOqr 451^^41#% 
qrtqi Rrrh hfN qR?!r 4 ?fl 
500 ?qif aft aiwwmq i ii44l 
^ q ^acT qRim qrai5R nil 
JmifItT ns^ nfejr Jit aw? 
nil 41 nRqi, mqRnif 4? 
fciqnq^Rwaigiintlqri 

(vi) qq 4141415i?r nwi 
W 4 ^ 20-11-2006 4126- 
03 - 20 U 8 TO 4> qq 4141 
41 t4??nRcT 4l4 4lqr 4 ^ 
qRRn 19,69 qf4 ^q 4lnn 
fqrf^, 4i4 ^ ^ nil 
ftqm? 44 5q mn ntf nq qm 
?n^ n5?4 jq qq4M141 4 
aifftRnd ?ra?n nwRi qfa? 
nsaftni 4 ^ qfft ff?f 
l4 qqof*i q4f ml aw, 4 
l^?T jpm? 55nif % airftq®! nft 
5 qi 4 lRid zm qrasfl 4 nil 
qqft nF41 41 nft n4f 
mini 4ti 41qT4ifil?nf?4y 












[t?nT III—4] 





^Rfr^lTTOrti 

V|4 ^ 4> omiwA qi 7t 
4 4^ d ^ fmr qHf mr 
all? arfnr, Mt «ift 
waHtnPt 
^ amor ti €1 ? ^ 41 «Ri 
aNI «iiin ?v4t 41 MfRtr 
%in w )p? t alk i;? 4141 
4144 4ftiir %«s?MI an4l 

fl^4lai^ii4fti 
(vii) fHRRf, aq^ht 


W JWQIT 1W«W V? 


12.2. an<an4<!5r®?r?PRwj^^^^iift^4l4l*4nTOj,„^q,^l2 

’rai^2010 ?RT 

V 

11 ^ <[ ftw 18 2001 ^ gfi 

^ W 4l3pj>iy ,,p| ^ 

w ^ joii jx«i« wll«n q>^ ^ Jinmi ^ ^ ^ «WR ^ I 


14.1. *^’i'^44^?ai4lw!n(Sw?ia4ra«nf?w4ftsila5i7’iRa4l20ii aJt?altii4aft 

41 wn an^antef w RftiPiftw ^ ?W(tra q?nrt^ 

3rf«w>nw ?Ri ft5*ir TO I 


14.2. 4Nt’ «lfyTiftx»l4ftfiniljiteBBiiiillftwjiji||iH»aBM7q?^pf^g|q^ 

8? 1441 s4f a? ^BR? ann 14ai w a4? 4Nf aiif 41 viaftain Bi4 ?? I 


^ ^ aril» ft ? gqWaw » ww<kiai4 4 w afl in i w » ft? bbr a? ftftir 341 a? 

saw I 4 ai ^ aa^lw?»r Bil^ r ?4 % anal? k aq^lB ftiff I |?r iiiRlam 4 aigiilB ^ 

aia IJiaii ipi4Mt« b 4 aiaro 41 at» w aiaR Mw aaailanB 4ln Ba4l 4 aajp a* Bw ^ 

?R af^ ant ant ?ai air 41 ant ant ^ all anna a?R a* Ba4 41 ana 4Nr 4 4>n air I 

14.4. ^4iff«m«it4aaamalrtaprif?a4t8i;an4aitr8!ftatftraiairi4l4fair 

aiWB n? all? lar aia^ 4r ftam 4 ft? 30 2011 Bar 41 fiiftr a?i4 a? aia4r amartr % I 
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15.1. 17 ^15^, 2011 ^ ^ ^ ^ mm q? cWT ti«? 41 41 €1 % 

qr^zoil ^Ri^dfeci 

I qirfMld ^ q^ 451 w ^ 25 qr^, 2011 antsnjqcT ^ #41 q4 ^ ^ 

fear^q^qRiw4jRgn^^Fii^q5rf4qi^28qi4,20iF^qnfe?T«ni 
qq wiflq^iR 451 ag^ Iraq % qR 3n43n4qcr^3R^q5rf45ira> 15 3 i51ct, 2011 ^qt^iq 
qq4141^^feqqqqM«^lqwqq>r^qifeHf^iqq414l€l3rflq3n43n4qcr4>'w«(D*i>x'*i ^ 

I7qiqq41, 2011 ^qig^^pigi44^qq1lf^lif451^qRqg5f^e#w4t4f qeif ?RT 

I4q qq qq<^l?pq®r ^ l^l*q(cifeRT qifcfqq 4 qqrfqr w 


qjqqrenr 

qq^lq^q ^ BSiq qq 

'W«kn«*>'<‘'i 4> feiq ^iq qq 
q^ qq 4141 €1 ^ qeg^ 

qMk51ciJ><ui ^ Qivi tfQ 

g4f qq 3 ii 4 3iit qcT qsT 
ncgriq 

D- 

qqr €1 q qq 41 3 it4 

3n4q^% 3ir^qiq 4? 1^ 
qr cfi^cqqqf snq^qiq 4? 
14iq qqTqqqRr qr 

(4Rl*^ H^cq> PI’mIRo 
^ qicnt? 

■^iMT20^ori997^ 
^Tfsqqqi 3nq4^ 4> 

{qi^l 44q 41?! 4l qi^ 4 qra 
q51 gcRi4) qnqpq q^ ^ 

Plie|lx«l 4^ HWiq H’^Cl 

14jqT «iT ^ 41 qqj q5i 4tir 4 
^qi «ir w fiqiRd 

4l€ q4^ qq qiq qqrar 4 34q 
^ 4l^ 4> 4l;f qRT 4llqT 41 
^ m qgf^ qiqqqq 
^qentiqqiRqw qq4l4l 
d ?RT ^qq 41 qqgq 

f4>qT qqi w 41 i?q q^ q^ 
^q qq snq^qR 4> 

qiw 4 / H^c<p1 ^ 

^qi4l HK<^ 3llq qqiqsq 4i 
cWT gq4 4ff ^ 4i^ qjci ^Iqi 
4i qi4J5f qipil 4i agfci 
qRqqq^li 

qq sR^nq 5^1 qwnl 
q>t sqH 4 q^ ^ 4l H'cqo 
f4?qT qqi «ii 1^ 4li?qq^ ^ 
4 ^ qq qiqqqq 
?WT qiqRRT 4l4f qRi 4l^ 
qi3 45lqT34 414>q qqqq4t ^ 
qrqqqq 4l 14«q fl qrsRq 451 
qrf^ ^ 4 ^ qqq? 4t 
4r^ / qpqq^iq q4 4l^ 

14l qi4f45T 4> WT 4 

qq 4141 €1 qnfl q ^ 41 
aioTq 4l 3n4 3n4 qoi 
^ f4qfqq q4f ^ 
qi^ 4 ^ 3nq q«if qq 

^ ^ 4? 3nq4qpTq5q4 
qq^4l44i3Ri:qia^ 
^ qq 4141 €l ?rqi f4«iff45i 

l4>qT 4. ^ qqqpq 
4> qiq? qiq^q «qq 
tii{4q ^ qi4l q^ qq 
cnif^qq^ anq^qR ^ f4iq 
cfi^ 4i^ 4 qll 4151 ^ 
^•n^in 3n4 4 qi?^ 4l^ 
M^o<p 4> fciq Mm 4 

q^ 4r^ ^34 iroar 
iT4q4 4> aRi4^ qi41 4l^ 
^ swq 4 qfr ani 3n4 q5T 
^ fpiq qqqf ciidi 4 'hbT 41 
q4 41?T 4l ^l4t xjnKi aiRlT 

4 3^tq #^1 4 rt ^ ^ 4l^ 
^4r^^^4^qT4i 
4 r qf441 ^ 5 ^ qq 
^qcTR 3n4 3n4 qcT ^Ri 
qm qq ^ ^qi 'jiRH 41 
?qi^ ^ qq 4141 €1 aftq 
3n4 3n4 qci 4? 41^ q44 
14qiqq4l'4! 

qq 4141 €1 % qq 
qn mm 11 ^qa®3 2.2 










w ^ wra : smmn 



W? ^ Ijqi »iq 

W i5?nhR ^ 

3Rr ^ ^ ^ ^ 

'^•fl ^ ♦II'Jk! ^Pff ^ 

^ ^ ^ t ^ 

nJ ^ IW»r ?WT 

^Wl^RT % feq 

^ ?Rr ^ ^!Rft J 3 |r 
3mgg?T ^ »i 
^-oi3*iiPici f^ccp lll^t ^ 
WfT ^15?^ ^ «Jf^*dl f 1 
Wt 'JBIigiW ^ 

vm % irem 

5IPRT ^ wfRft t 3^k 
^ ^ vfer 3iraFra> 
?RR ^5^ % 

?Rr cRli ^ ^ 

ti Tj^ iR t ^ m ^ ?Rr 

sRphr 1^’ll; wif w?*H 
tTOT ft ^ ^ ^ 

3rR^ ^ if 

tr^ fr 

% in? u^c^ ^rft 

fy (3iif (JR f> 

ft) ^WR / (J^JR^ fl»TT ^ 
^ Wq»lt ^ cflfC^'JvT 
ft (?P (JR ^ if 

^5^ alk ijwf ft^ (iiR ft 
ft>ft SPR ft€ ^ wif 55PT 
wm^t 


argRR ^ «f oi-09- 
2006ftJmfft?itirff(j(jiT 
ft ?RT afk ft 
^RNR if (nnfiRT ft 
t. 2006^1RftRTf 
(JRft f^^d RT 

^t.?^lf^€t(J(J>Tff?^t 

TO ftw if ^itf afk 

cRif RI4944>dl ^ 11 

TO? RIRTWf, 
?1Wf ^ TO f ft (? ^ ft 
.^»tf ^ 3nf31Tf(JR 

^ I^ MfRd Rff TO 

TOcfff I 

^ ^fteR TOf 
^ R5T t % TOm 
ITOTO f|(715(JR dR if 

^ ^ 3lt^ TOif m qRWT 
ftf RR fStW ft JRT Rti 
TOR ft? q? TOUR ^ 
TO q? ^ ^ t, 

afl?R??ft5fRRirff t1^ 
RUTOJR RN^RH ft TO 

qRiff^^(^. qftM 

ft if ftf (ft ftR 

TOT ftf qif^TO? 2006 
fy tjT, TO fri f9t 

Runoff w ^TO? f^qr TO 


qq ft ft ft TO 

qq luft ^ 3T3^ 

TO q? ftq qq ^ 
qffR qff t qff % ft q qq 
ft f 2006 ^ R f S r ^qni 
TO ftqroqq alt? 

ciJ5c^v>i fg q?^ ft qspff 
ft qffqfSlR RT 

fiRfqqTOftqrti 


(i). qff qjgRp Ri ^Hcfrti ?nqift ^ qq ft ft 
RgftqqftqqqftTOqq ft TO qf^ ft q?35T 
ft ft R f ^qq 1963 (ft RffTOff ft TO qqt^ TOT 
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^ ^ 3ni 3ni ijci ^ 

aif^mRwrt? 


(V) . t ^ 3n< 

zd <IW 25-04-1993 
^TJvlWlf^RRtni 

(W) . fljftRI % «!3xiix 

3n< 3ni ija ^ ^ ^ ^ 
“sici ^rti ^ wnif % 

qRWTWIT 

3!N^ ^ 

^^4gt?i<t4td?R[ 
^ ^ 313^ ^ m RRI 

wi ^ ^ ifp ijci 

if ^fecT cii4cxsv*i 


MRuiiMiW'hM 3n< an? i?cT 

’it, ^ ^ 

^ ^ ar^ iRnf^ if an^ 
ant RRR>f^3HrR?w • 


(^).tiRii?crtf?iif^R^ 
di^dv'?^ ariR^^ % Rto if 
^ % 
RR^ if RRRfIkiT 
R3P?TOT eH^ 

1997 if, €ri{ipi4f^15f*lbr 
^ RR. ifn tf ^ ^ wit ^ 
% fex R5. 
15/- rRi #Snr tf 
aiiw# tr^tr 
iRg^ ^ ^ 

aiR^fHf ^ %t 
f^Rlif Rjpif tr RWiln RTflf 
^c*i» ^iiPlH 'f[ 1 ^ftwi littii*! 
€f II ^ ^ ^ ti 

tJcT R>t «i>xix ^ fidf 
RPRI tiRII ^ IR ^ ^ 
^ ^ anTORRff t % i?R ^ 
^ €f 3^ ant ant i??T ^ <1^1 


g«r -M\M\m 
^ ^ts tte ^ ftil«i» 10 
appRi, 2009 m i\ 
an^ if, €f I? i?R ^ ait 
an^ aar t a? i?t 

<f ^ €t ?Rr aPR iRaitf 
aft^ iR ant amt i!5f 
^ ^3it at anaRpif a? 
Wa^i 

ftaifei araRr 20 - 
11-2006 a>t del lA 
aiROTfer aR^ ts 
^ ^ftaiaff aa Rtwx ftiai 
aai «IT aitf ant ant ^ 

^ cn?E^ijR ann^^ ftR 

fiat 2006 % aw. 

aig^ ant ant 

^ai ti aRT: ana^RH % 

WH a«n ant ant aRT 

fa>lj iRTif aid ^^idR % 
Riw if %tt ftaw atf ti 
^ flaw 2006 %r 3wl^r 
%q?d%fi 
^ ^4>i 4 atf # f% 

1 % aj^ aRR % ai^^iR 

ant ant d 'Axwft* 
andx OTai aai t at i?v 
qR da a «l|d4IM 
I aind^R a«n ^at 4ft %f 
r dt RicT ^Pn a an4f % 
f ai3^ci aRnaa t3 4%ai 
. ttci%fdi»i?id4f€faRT 
f tr at ai^n^ d aim awT 
I f^aitiaa 

I tftn iiR da ijn % d ^ 4a 
T d4!adlai%a!niidif%df 
\ ai-xiRn ania % itai 
) antand??! aatltfit ?rt 
7 atd at aiRi an ipraia 
It Ma%aiwaig,nan ti 
a at 1998 d filar* 1%dt 










[m lu—m^ 4 ] 



'nrcf ^ TPnnr : a row i iui 


^ wrer 4? ?nSf t 

3inf 3fi^ ^ I?? TjcT 

^ 3ig^ Jm % 
^1 ^ ^ ^ 
f % <t ^ lj5f 

^ ^Hdy^flv4 / 

#51 

^rfwiftcT iprr' ti 
?iRiT % awpfcT 3ni 
3n< ^ ^!w 

3ifR#r5rr?r^#ti 

^ ^ i?iHr 

^irarof t % amf anj ^ ^ 

3R% 
3rr#?R # 
3?wPlfr ^irqr 4 afk ^ # 

^ ^ 4t fW apT 
*nto5# ^ ^ 1?^ ^ 

^ ^inRr ??^g?^ I^phiwr % 
^ ii#an # ti 1^ 
asfiRTanf ani !?9r% 

^ ^ ^ if jpftRT : 

I ofijeAMf # 1 

f^fifci^ ^ % ^arRT ^ ^ 

t # wfrew aRR % j 
?Rr # a< ; 
^*3*^ ^ aFfpf?r ll^f Twnf^, i 
^ ^ ^ tt % ap# ( 

’^iPWRcT lasnif # iim # 5 
^ ani anj ^ ^ iim 
^#Far%^ft#ni^cay i 
% ^ ^ # # # asfiRT 
anie^iNi an#aNf % #i«r if f 
I8W ^ ^ i 

ti ^ awa, an!^ an^ a 
aw a? ^ tpfr ^ w % 13 
w< ai< ?5taw #qqya5r t 


t 3?^^. 15/-!|%^5T% 
^ ww ^.6/- iiftr ^ 
'T gacTR air 

^ ^ ti q*T 4f i|t # % 
^ l ^a i ^ # t H? aft 
^ ftfcif^ if a?, 
a# ftcTT t ?ff a? a?. 

T 6/- aft % ftro % 

T amf an< acT # aiftr anm 
I ^ ^ alk aft a? 

t ftafftcT # wIR!T t 
r w if #? ^ ^ 

^ aiT5Tt i # an| an^ 
^ aw aJf 3RR 
^ gacTP aR ftar an^ I 

4ijftix<f>ix, affta aiftir 
aw aia%r a«a wiaraa 
% if a ^ ft # ft^ ftar 
t % a? a? ar ftalaaa^ 

^ 1998 ft 2006 cWF 
Jwift ft I ^aftaa# laR 
if aaft gq, ft 1? ^ ft ft 
ftaR^aaaig^J: 

W. W»% 2006 if ft a 
a*Tft fta^^ftaf^ 
^ ftar ar, aa aa ag^ 
aaft a5f araft ft anr aft ft. 
^lawr t #a 1^ jiasR 
aga^ 

ft ^ ftar arfta ^ 2006 
ifftafftagarrari 
W;fta’?»Tftaaaa[5a> 
aniar ft^ a5f ftlaralf aar 
ft€ aift aa> ftlfta ftar 
aiftar 

^ a^ aftfxT 
ft«ift # ftr 2006 TO ainf 
afljj a^r aw angsaa^r 
airftara ft Tw a^r % awa 
ffta anft ft, ^ fta # a*^ 

ft ft ft ftf ftfaraff % araa 


3217 GI/11—10 
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tt ^ yo» | c|d ^ ^ 

3ni 3int ^ % 
^ ’*imTcW, ^ 

^i?i ftwr t, 

^5^1 

^ ^ ^ m 

Siclf^ sqgWl ^ tj TJIT ^ 
?RT ^ Pl<y^ 
w? 6 /- 

GTH ^ p: ?ftzj ^ 

3h^ sirajffe ftsqr ^iirar 11^ 

^ 

qH 4r ^ €t ?Rr 1^ 
3raflr > ^iFft 08-03- 

1994 % 08-02-2000 m 
^ t 3nPwfR tor ^ 
?iwm: 3n<3nii?cr 
% <1 ^ ^ ^ vto 

% to 

wff ig 

15/- ^ tow % 

g^TcIHtontJTl 

l^ito, ^ t 

to €1 tj r?T 41 ^ 3n?iT t to 
^ ^ arcFi 3^1^ to ^ w 

(i) sni ani ^ ^ 
totor^r to ^ t?r 4r 41 €t 

^ ^ ^ ’?r4l epR4d 

cri5S?r?sr arm^ % to ^ 
4l^rjefilr^l5r4to’n?t 
?wi wif 4l ?!ito ^ 

to^l5/-!i^rT%tow 
4l^ncTR^i 


#n3ff%3r!^ Farrar 
ti % toll 

toT#to|^wg,w€lrj 
tpT 41 to^i ^1 to# # 
^icrt 4, ^^tto4l^ 
# #>rr3ff % to?iR # 
ail<(944>c1l ^ # I 

t»iT # 41 # ^ 
41 Wcf ^ 4 to ^ 4^ 
aiiH^^H ^ #itr 
4 Zi. 15/- 11% % 

tow 4l w41 4l #fto 
^cW^rraR^raQ 
iR^ toan # itowr ani 
ant i?cr 4 %#? Itor #i 
tonto, WR 

WT t, 41 r?P tjcT d^r 
(2006 4? ^ # 

#^34 ^ artocT ^ an?!r 
t sto to to# 

% tolto W IHFT tl 
^ ^3511 %\ 2006 # 

araUr 4» 1T5 4i ton^^ 
toto%iR?w^^^4 
^ tonn zS ^ zmm 
^to#irw4l4w^ 
tl 3 r 4 toto 

20-11-2006 ?r^ w 
toto qR tor # # 
WRT 4 wnto 1^ ^ 

tl 3RT: # q ipi 414r to 

^ ai^iw wi # to w 

2006 3^ # aiato 4i to 
#t %to iw 
to 4141 1 ^ ^1 #in3lf 
4t€ itor »n4f to nw «n 
isrtf#iji?T41W3itoR 
4l5f^ii 











III— 4 ] 


’TO ^ W? 5 l : 


(u) JT^c^ m 
3jk Spfr'raSrlf ^ 

^ %*ir ^ ^RRn 
i? ^ 5St4^ €r ^ 3rq^ 

^ 3 ig y h <H Tjg 

^ ^ 4t ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ 3TmR tR ?[^ 
mT^g5T3?flm>R^i 


w ^T? W 
r f^TO ^ 8ir % n^c^f (^jJT 
f ^ tt aritrf^ 1963'^ 
r ^ti4ci w ?n ^ 

^ ^TO) % 

^ ^ %iii ^ 

%\ 

IJ Tp? tft 

W ^ ^ 3I3»te m 
3*%^ ^ 3Tg^ t ^ 
11 cwif^, tiiT 4t^ 

?Ri ’T?^ t\ ^ 

^ JiratIR ^TP^t ^ ^ 
^ 3if^f5m, 1963 % 
313^ 42 ^ W«T 48 ^ 49 

I ^ 'P3H ifr BTcRT if (iir 

^ ^ tt ^ if 

3rfclgyRor ’i^' gj# 9? 

^ t\ srfSlf^ 1963 % • 
3i3«d^ 33 % sRpfcT iwr 
f^'yiRci if n^ 

’^f^RT m 

3*3^ 45 q^, ^jflRT 
3fgid5 42 % smwFif ^ 
3r3^ 48 ^ 49 
?wi agid^ 33 % 

^ gjftrcT ^ tff 
31^^M 1963 % 

47 g^l 4 f\ 


^?r 4t 4t ^ 

313^ if ^211 % 

% >35^ ^ 4t ^ ^ 

If^[c^ ^ 

^ 3fk i T ^<f»Tif 
% 4)^ 5RT f^RIl ^ 
% I ^pftlcT 3f3^ ^ 
it’If €t ^ ^ 313^ 

^ iR^r W2i 1 )% 

cwr if ^ ^ gjf 

3ri^Rg^ ^ 313^ iff^ 
tl ^ 4t ^ ^ gsl^ 
^f>1cl^ HjRif 

^ %ihor «ff^ 3fhr 
i^tfWftf ^ ^fi'^RR ^ 
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3IcT4-3rag ^tif ft 
^ i 3^t^ ^5^ ^ ^ 
grfcTEwfftcT gif f 1 

- 1 . ' '"" ~x-:—f— 

3) 

STHimtl 

(i) 48 ^ 

sicftcf ^ 

U'WlcI W %\ ^ 

t ^ cr»iR wi ^ 

^ 5% 48 % 

sRpfer sigjfito ^ 
viiRn tl ^ 

^ 3IcPr-3TcnT 
^ 'T? Sra’T-SIOT 
STHPUtl 

(ii) ^ €t gJT 

gyg?n t 31^52^ 33 ^ 
46 ^ 3PIR ^ ^ 

t 3^1^ ^ ft 3ig^ 
48, 49. 42 ^ 47 (^) 

?fr12^^R5cTraq^? 

(iii) T?i * 'ft €t gyr 
^iFH t ^ 3nt 311^ tjcf % 

«ipn % 

31^^ 46 ^ 
3ra% tpi it €r ^ ^ 
it ^ cPirft ^Rift igc^ 
^ TfRIFT 4t ^nfftcT t ^ 
3jf^4>K ^ I ^ ^ t, ^ 
3gid^ 48 % 3icTicT €l ^ 
T?f it ^ 3igjto gif 

(iv) ^ it it €t ^ 

gjggi t 3l;Jtdg 46 

33 'wd-Jt it cPR 

^ 313^ 48 

t^g 29 it RiHrc! gif 

i it ft g5?ft i 

^■. ■ 1 « ■ —-- 

it it ^ g gfit it ^ 
^cf 5^ ^ftgi g^ 3wgFiT % i 
tpi it it it. ^ g« w gjto 
#Tgti tjgitititggg? 

gwcir t sni 3ni 
tja ^ it ^ 

w snqftgR 1994 

ft fftii? g<? % 3iraR 

igfti?gitit€t3^3nigcr 
^itg«niggititit.3^tg 
3nft gni gcT ft> itg ^ tftgig 
3ni 3ni gcf fty g^gig giiit 
vjxiygiPiw ft^ fftgg ft t g«n 
tpi it it it ^ ^RFR it 
giif^RT tjA ft 

3ni 3ni P^fR tft»g 

gg cii^cg'^pg ^iH^idf ft? 
gto ft gpr ^ g?. 15/- ^ 
gg it ^ g^ft ^ i i 

gpnft^F 'Miftg*! 

(1^ 3^tg gRi git gfftgp 
3ni 3ni gci gRi gifeci) ft 
Higfttg ^ ’qmicR gRi 
grfftg gnftgr ^ ?Rft ft it 
^Pici ^gig ^fftgig wi it 
it g gg it gRi iswig ?inft 
cTsn Wg ftft % Icig 
3rfg?w tl d*4il*t, ftit Iftgig 
^ g^giftsei g*F giw Ptcng 
gif^giUggrgi 1997 ft 
m\^4 % giig ft 
gpFg Pi«it^«i ft» Icig 

tpf # « d ?Rr JRgn iR5!ra 
ft> giw ^aagng gif gnft 
iqiftg gft fft>ift sifft^ gRi 
gg it gi sni sni g^ 
gRT Iftsg gg it gi ftit ?RgTg 
gft ftPi it gsfecT it t??? 

g^ dg ft ^ggpg it^ ^ 

ai^xOg 48 ft» 3R!g?T 

tftghg % it g 
gg it % gpw g2P JRgig 
^ggiti gf golfer t fit 
cpng gg g^ gftt ftg gift 
gngft ^ it g gg it gRi 
git 3 fgB^ 48 % awicT 
3i3iifftcT gR ftgr giRfi 11 
itfft5ggitcrft?ilgigilift 
3idM“3tcig ^if ^ sing- 
3icTg^3nRigTtiggit 
it it ft ga gel ^ 
3wgTgi tl it g gg it ft 
its t gg it it it 
ft g«Tt ^c^fftra ^vKiivi ft 
g^^d gftgi 3iggigi 11 
gjggr gigg iigi fft? gg it it 
it gRT gg fftftgg ^ 

;3qiigg 2( 1) 

ft fftg gg g^nft 11^ 
gg it it it sftg 3iii ani 
gd gRT ?wi itg gi 

1994 ft ^ gg gRT 

H^c4>(ftMtfftgi^ggti 
(ii) . gg it it it ft 
^q>K i^gi t ti» 
m fftsrtw iti ^ 
^ itg gg gRR 
it gif it tl ^ g^ 

^it^ t tftgig 

3ng^ i gigg 
ft t gft 3ni siri gd gRi 
dNiifft? ggigi ggi t it 

H gel dg ft gg ft, 
2006 ft? ggit it ^ get 
ft^i iti ^tgr gr iti gift % 

3igT gif 3nciT tn ^ 
g^ii^ gg it it it gft it 
ft'? gel ft ^gfft?! 






77 


^ Ti^«T3r : arowROT 


H ? ?wif^, 119 

^ ^ l^lclr ^ ^ Tjir 4^ 9Rr 

?!3P ^ 

Jw^w m 

^Wwn Iff iir aif^9i^ tr 
J iw ^ t Iff 
^ 4t ^ % 3if^ if 
^sftcT ortffe^ anq^ % 

^ 15/. % 

^ % ffJT# #l4t ^5^ 

^ ^ «R ffffiff TO 

t 3rr| anj 

^ ^ « 4f ^ % 4hff 5^ 

vm ffsftiff 
'wif % <hff 1994 ^ jair 

I in yit^wRw if ff9»3ff 
IT TOir ♦ % ^Im 
(^1997flI^)ffRR^ 
^5*iRI % <»*^4n ffiiRlff ffjpif 


Tjff <f ^ ^ aiftiTO 
^ 199 4 ^tecft^^ 
awpr ^ t # ^ 

.UftWT if ffR^r 

5Rr iffRff an^ ^ 

«*3iR ’ft ^ <rh 4 I ffJf 
aif^ / t ^ 99 
JR5TT9 ffft SRQ^ ^ fftHr 

^ 4f €f T01997 ft 
TO IRgff IftRff ^ 

TO ftl f«l^, ftf 

l^fl ’ft 9Rft ^ Tiff ftf 

4f €f 3n< affft ijR aft? ^ If 
ftf €f ftr 4H ^ftftTOW ftro 
% ft anft ft i ff ftq^ 
arfft^ % 3ig?iq ft, ijff If 
ftf iff all? an! am| iRT % #9 


cUd'W 
^ ^ 9^ aifftro 

^*iTaft?ffftf^qijiTlt 
^ ffftft ?nf^ If ffft ft Ifi 
IT ftf^ lift ift 919? f^i 
»5<wfftlf?0|%fcl?l 





THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part Ul- 












[’M III—73x154] 



^ ^ ^ id 

^ ^ 2006 
^51511 

w t\ w ^ t 
^ ^ ^ 
t ^ 4t T?^ 

^ ?pr vift] ff 

g?f^ ^ ^ 

'^"r\*h 3n?Trti 


’Wf gn Trjng : ^tbixtrxxt 


'SfffpTTI 
^ IJ*T 4t 4t ^ 311^ 
3n^ij5rg^r^7?P7Jord^<i 

CTigcxs^vjj arn?^^ ?t«it 

snf ^ Jiief ifi^fif 

^ ^ 5ft 41 tfl^ sjRT Slftlff 
4r gcT^ 2ft sgjilft ^ f 
mR % x^ 
ft ft ^ grar gft % 1 ^«|fg^T 

^ cigg^fiR ^ ^ 

g?r^i 



w jRxTW g^r $■ 
i^inrift ^gfgoT 2ft ^ f 
4^11 ft ?ft ^ Iftitr 
ft? 


R g? grg ft % ^ 

PI 2006 gft arfft^iggi 
6 fttgi ft gigg 311^ grft 
*i ^ 3^ ^Sagngi 5!ft gyr gm 
ft ft I TO gg ft ft ft 

^ SRI TO fftgr gft ft, ft ^ 
p gpf ftl ggyfi^yj, 

t 3igTOft^g?rft2fftfft7j 
> TO?Ripg 3IR^ 

ft, ft;^ gpf 

ft^ft ft, 3nft 3nft ga ftg gg 

ft ft ft ft ftyg fifg^ ft Pjofg 
ft TOg gft 3nft 3nft gji ft 
15/- g%3gftftgngft 
^ ft g^ ^ 

g^ ft giftg ft gg ft ft ft 
ft grfftgsR ft ft, giffeicT 

x?iigcxy«i 3iw^gFff ft if 

ft. gg ft ggggg^ ft fft 
3?ffg5T gft?g ft Iftg gg; 
^ngRT sr^ ^ f^gfgor ft 
ijft ^i*ftgift ft 
gft Bgjft ft gygft ft 
I gg g^g^TO ft i 

ggg gg ggggng ^ 
fftllTOftl 


ggftftftftgggft^ 
g^ ft g^imift fftftgorftl 
^ftg gftf gsg ggr fti TOfft, 
ggftftfttft:g%g5 3ft«iT 
TOTI ft fft ft g gg ft jR?ng 



^Ri fftg gg 
f^ftgg ftt ft fft 2006 gft 
gfgj^ g^g ft ggig j 
ft gftft ft 3 ?ftgift 
ft4ft ftro ft 3 j 4 giig ft 
gft t, ft grog? 

vTOlfl 


fgi gfw 
ft gjgwffj ftgiifft ftft ft to 
gror ft 3 ft # gftg 
’gwRrgft^fftirtfft 
TO ft 3?3ft2r fftgr 






THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part ni— Sec. 4] 


(i) ^ ^ 

4 1^ ^ it ^ 
TO 4!if^ t 

if} ^ ^ ^ 

^ TOit^ 

tot. 

to^ TIT w 
it TI*T tt it €t TO to ^ 

35T;^3lt^ ^ ^ 3ltoR 

^t\ 


^ 1^ it tn>ntt airaw^ ^ 
H^ccp ^ Pt«l1w <P^ I ^ ^ ^ 
1^ it TO hx51i4 ^ 

to it ^ ^ ^ 
t«nto ^ ^\v 

gjrf^ T|tni 3^t? ^IPI t ^ 

^ qjT it it €t TO i^H'^nit i 
RigitJiTO^toT»rt>to ^ 
5> ?R5ira t> ^ t 3igTO c 
tf w TOWl 5^ 
if^Rcw, *iFto 
tnTOTT TO ^ torit ^ 

^ to?T IR^ra ^ STHT 

TO ?p. (1) ^ 

TOT 3irTO?i51 i^ ^ it it 
ft 3^k 3ni’3n< 4^ ^ ii^ 
4iR<yw45 wafitii ^ 
iisi i Tpi it it €t ^ 

ci^ tor ^ TO ^ ^ 

1994 i 9^7 <t i; T?j? it ^ 
TOI5 % 3ni % TO5t ^wct 
jR^cT tor ^ TO^ 

-1994 Tit 3to i? 
iro TITil 1997 TO? ^ 
to TO Tuit A T? tpi it i? 
toq % ^ it 9to TO, €t 

t* TiR it it iti 

?nTOi tofR^r ^ 
^ TOm TIT i*i it it <t qi 
ani ani iis tr to 5? 

g^:?to iif TOm Tn TOt 
Tfit TO ?iTOi Tit 
to?T aito ^ toR TTTO i 
TO iri it it. Bit TO, 
TR 3ITOI TOil TRRT 'lilts 

TmrTOirtflil994itiR 


TO t TOT am an? 1 !^ TO 

yft awi^ Rng bi 
TO^ tor TO t, ^ tor 

it Tj tr it ^ BTO t st? 
1998 it g^spnit TITO it 
cTT^to, ^ ^ TO 

it 3 TtTOt 3TTi?T TO iTO 

^ tor il? 2006 TO 
oTT^ to TO TO TO 5I?[TO 
TITOiTOTl 



III-—EPS 4] 


^ 7I3PT? : 3WmKu | 


(ii). ^ adcNpfhr t, 
cfr TO 5^ ^1? arst i ^ 
^ jR?Tra ^ ^ 

xf<i»ai t aft^ ^ 

3ITO ^dl ^ f[cp 

^ ^ ii 

^loi cW q»<K Wcf 
#11 


^ ^ ^4l<f*I4> TOTO 
^ # t ^ IPT ^ 3# 

3# ^ ^ ggnj ^ 

^ TOTO 

% TOirr if 

% g^RTFT ^ 3?q^ ^Icir % 
f^®k ^1 it 
HW-4t«l ^ 

«IFT if gq 31^ an^ 

TO ^ im m 

f^TO €tWH4l ®?r ^cI?TO 
^»TO tl an^ljqd TO 
% 4Nr 

^fl^^IcTO TOWr # Bqpr if 
5^ ^priWt^ ^ TO 
ft*ir TO tff % 
^ffelTO TO?ftm # 1994 
% ff UlcR if # ^ 

^*tot i 

^tfelTO TO ^i i d l qqM 
3lf^ri^H % ai^fd^ 33 # 
313#? 46 ^ TO % 
Jnro^ff# to(^ ^ tl 
3?3#? 33 #q 45 

TO W^ifTO^ Wft 
^^TOTOil^t#? 

TOI^ 3*ftf^, 1963 % 
3!g#? 42 f^ 313#? 48 
^??49%TOTO^#tq 
?Rr TO^ tit #1 

TO TORT JITO^ 

% tg W?6IR nftcT 
tl 


^ (ii) % Itt? TOf t? 
^ ^j*rfMffe ?5r TO tl 
>fTO ftwn ?fr TO t. 
^4l 4 l<g j ?nf| ift iRiTO 
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(iii) M ^ ^ 

^ ^ 
«I3I 

^ ^ w wm % ^ 

Z^ ^.15/- % ^ ^ 

?i^cg5 ^ 

l997%€tOT^ 
% ^PW ciftci % I 


8ITI ifM® f^rtn ^ 
3^ ^ I 

•^ ‘ ^^tg5R #ii 

^ «IMRI 51^^ ^ 
oEHTO i( 

^ ^ i}# ^ % 

uR^ ^ ini^WR®! sIIr 

?i? ^ anro^ 

t ^ IWR ^ H^<f<P I 

cl^ ^ 

smlsniq^ % f? 

'^(^<ic«icf> m 311^ 

f^>*IT 'SfHI I 


5 RPI (iii) % ^ ^prtWt^r 
za w ti fiNi ^ 
l^t! 


^ WW^ 

ciTH 3ira?*ra> ^ 1, 1^ 
^ g>n^r ^ ^f%cT^ 
<HIHI^ ^ 

2005 ^ 

argf^ 111 ^ 
tixojR % ^ %, 

Piftici <f>x^ % 
^fPTcT cITH 

^ f I ippStM ^ ^ 
airaif^ ^ 3igRR 
cIPRT.^R STraif^ Jl^og? ^ 

4^4 H'iOW *1^ % I 


?RF ^ 

^ ^ ^ 


iiHPn ’PIT <i»i^ %i 
iIH#q -MWW^ % 

sn^ swfiRr ^ ^ 

^ cPIR ^311% ^ ^ 

srgc^ % 

3^ ang^cT cipm I 
f^RI^ toR» ^ / 51^5^ 

PmtR?T ^ 4g ^iif^ 

%gi3lt % wi Hll^^hl^l ^ 

^ #^, ^ 3nOT^c!T 

tl 

^ 3IR!^ ^IWW ^ 

^if^l 

2005 ^ 



g>t^ wff ^iif^ ^ 

gqcfai ^ «n 1 
f^ftRT rtRi ancRiaira^ 

t, ^ ^ w t, 

^cg> ^ vs^ii^i •gig 
’TOT gngpg 

cirg ^ i, ^ 
giggf^ gf 11^ 2005 
f^gnf^ gito 
cigi% ^ grawg ^ 
vi^sfrf^ g^ gpigi 
w t, di^dw 3ng^ 
41i,N>tia ^ 1^ gg gi 
g?t cWT ^ grf ^ 
^ % gigg «n #? ggi^ 


III I iiiiiii 







[w\ in— 4 ] 




w»if % wifiiin ^5^ ^ 
ft? §1 JPPff ^ fl?R ^ 


'mn qwB wra^ twi? vir 
l?ftrt?!PRr?!^f? 


fq^llnqfff qj SRIffT^ra^ 

(w4» ^BWI 2.2. 

^ f?) V* ^ ^ ^ 
t ft 

ftwWft, tenftft t ^ 

WfllW* f ^ 

^ 11 I^Rft?, ^sflRT 
fttnftft €l??*ri^ ^ 
Pl*rfx«i in i?pft if 
^ m ftmg^ ^ 

^ ^ ?5r ilftr ^ iwi 
aiftfem, isfirar 
% ^ft?T 2.2 
^ ^ *T3^ % ftir 
ft wft?i % 

ai3^ ^ 8 

^ ^ ^ 
t % aigw? 

^ aKten 11 ^ft?r 2.2. 

% (ii) if ftqfftr 

^ Aniddi W 

afl? gftn eim ^P^ft?T 
#1 

fl^*iii if 
^cfWI W # ^N»?H «R ft? 
^ ^IftFcROT anq^ ^ 
^ fqft ?im. % 3raqfR % 
f ^ fti!5f 
^ftnaif % qiw if ft? ^ 
wt sw % qpw AM ft? ^ 
S ftqfif «ff^ 5RT ftif?T 
nf ^ ^ftn? i?f 
«iR« f I i^ift? ^ vpj 
irfl? ft cii^eq?^ 
awRf: ^ ^ 

^ if x^4 • qiwl<J>N if 

'dN^ cIPT 

f ^ 3pq jigsR ^ ?|^ 

^ cinr % ft? 

^[Rr aiftcT ftm W xiqKll 
till ^Rrt 2.2 % gq 
(iv) ^ ^ifft ^ ’^f 
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cITO Wl«i Rsin 
(^TTcT ^ 

^ gq) cWT ^ fttgNr 

WPT £lq^41 ^ 
cfTO JPIT^ 
f^fTPI c^lHcI 

arf^nw ^nftcT f) ^srt 
H r 4^ ^ 3rtwT ^wrai t 
Ri^'cff ^ ^ 
ai^tai srarai i i srt: 
iNi ^if^q 1^ 

% 313^ ^ 
II^53F % •iHI^ 

cIPIcT 3lPP(?I ft 

^ fl 

ftrprft ^ ^ 

gjpt flPra ^ 

ftSftRT #Tt fliftq 
M ^ bRrt cim ?TOi 
f^i^icit mftcT fl» 
Wl ^ WlftcT 3^ 
Riigiff ^ 3ig^, ^- 
fitltRtf H^cq wf^ 

q^ 3Rfrft 11 3RT* ^ 

tec*i fiPr 
^IT 3^ 3|«||^d l*{j<w> 'R 
31|t||^d % 

qqMft ^ iRdW 
<?P^ % 3lJtf HITOH 

% ^ ^ f \ 
sRg^ % 

% f «T ft ^ 

^ f 3^t? H ft 

ftqqqft ^ cipw 3iPm 
qon^ ?T^ fta ^ qaf 11 
ft»RT^ftftl??Rft% 
tew flf^ ^ 
mm m ^ 

ter 11 ffti if €lw?t 

w wiH ft^pprit 3Rr 4>^«i 


[Part III— Sec. 4] 












[tlPT 111—005 4] 


W ^ WR : 3 TOI t | KU | 


^ ^ ^ ^ 

3n^ 15-05-2007 

^ 3fl^ uH^rr 11 

1 

^ l?^3|R ff) OHIR 111 

% sRphr «ne ^ 

(^•-iigtfix ^ «IIlf: 

^ ^ ^ 50% 
^fi^RROT ^0^ % ^ if 
^ iimcff if ^ 
^ ^ ^ wif ^fiff ^ 

»i^ 1^ ^If;^ ^Sfiff % 
aRphr ^ ^ ^ 

^fl 9li)HR if ^5«if 
^<w*tiyui % in*T^ if 
^fNsptRor ^ ^.5/- 
ctPRj 

’'I? ^OT 

^ t % 

H^o<p ?pr ^nw 

/ ITOR fidl'i'^j^ ^ vff 
*R ^ t?R 

TOl 9RT: g# TPSfeiR 
*R, ^Hrn if iff 

^ arfifOR cwr 

^ 5^-3g*n^ 
eiPl ^ win if 
5^? ^R4MI€f ^ jRgjT 5R?ii5 
^ IpT l^»if'(w| 

^1 

Wlf^ OT^ % 

3fg^ llRh<ii*ia *?Wf ^ 

31^ t 15^ ^ 

^WRR if f^WRlf % 

TO ^ ^ % TOT % if 

V^19C ^ if 3^f? 

^ if ^ . 
or TOfiar 
^ 3m if #rff ^ 

^ jnnf^ gR5!r f I 
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^ 3icPfe 
^ 3igi# 5RH 

if ^ 3n^ ^pif 

51^ ^ qiwH ^i 

RcT: ^ ^racR fan 

^ si^an^ijoi 

»pif MKTO ^ ^ 

«fel ^ ^ ^;J*il^ 

t tl ^ 'IR’PPT ^ 
^ W5W4>- 

(ten ^14^ ’wgprai w 

^ ^ 4tcff ^ f^^Rpft 

![qi ^RR tl 
wf^rf^, 4lw*cf ^ if 

mnf ^ gcRii / #spp^ 

^ ?RI ^ ^ 

^ ^Ror ^ ^ 

^>^ciV i y^ t2R4rtf€t ^ 
it^uIcT #*IT % u«ixqi 

^ WT if aPHI Hgg^ ^?RR^ 
?4rf^,^eiRif^^ 

5ra>R ^ xMtq %4t€t 

€lOT4t ^ 

^pff ^ ^ff^PPxR®! ^ 
^ ^pjf ^i4^ ^5^ ^ 

feP? 3!KlPI-lll ^ affRpR 

50% ^ ^ 

tl ^ 

ciPR a^f? ajf^PR ^ aiRil^ 

^ ti ^RM€r % 

TIPI^ if 1^ ^ 

f^in ^ ^R>c!T %! 






[w] in—w»¥4] 





^IfTO. ^ncTRRT 

^ ^ ^ M 

JRFT 3IT 

^ t 3lk SI^ftRT 

?I ^?3T winj ?fr 

^ ’nft ^ (^4)4)(D 
?Rr ^ t ^ 
3ira?^ F5PR5^ ^ 
cIPRT f^«rfs!wr ^ t. 

1 5 /“ hRI ^ ^ {)^c^ 

1 5 /- 11 % ^5T ^ 1 994 ^ 

t ^ ^5T ?nf^>^ 11 


48 “^3f[ ^ 
niTOH ” ^ 

“^1^ JRFT 
f^# 3p^T 
o*lKd ^ wfej^d 
^ 5i^cg> ^ qra 

^ ^c||>dl 11 

(i) ^ ^ ij?HI 

srf^rasK t cfi w 

3T3^ 42 

'irtli?d‘4fldf ^ *iM*i (^<41 

t? 

(ii) aif^ % 
^ 313 ^ 48 ^ 
^ ii^oqj Pjferf'Cwi ^ 

5nf^J^?T ^ 1 ^ ^RT 
^ N»n^ ^ 

% t ^ 

“?ntoR ^ ^ % 

f^ti 



^ »lHif 

% 3n^3nJ?R % *TPT^ if 
^ >rar ^ ?R? 
^‘I^qic*iq> Sra?e|T *R 
3n«nf^ 1994 if im 
if SIM 3^f? ^1^qrc*iQ> 

tofif 

3n^3n^<?cT ^ ^1151/^ 

^ 3ig^ 33 % «R 

M 

1963 % 313 ^ 
46 % ^IW ^ ^ cM 
HiqeiJ'l ^ ?RJ 
3rf^lf^ % 3I3*d? 42 3^1^ 
48 1 snjan^ijci^ 

% ^TIH^ if 42 

48 ^ (^ tiirfffe 


5^ JR^ % ^tR if 
3R^ «RI^ 5R3^^U| qsr 

^>r fi 

313 ^ 42 ^ c! 13 ^ 

^ 5R^ ff ^ ^oqr f I ^ 

^ 511^ 

C1MIHI ^ tiCPOl I 

3RT 

gaffe 

^ 3j4Hmi ^ grsi 1^ 
w tl 3IfEd^ 42 ^ IRg 
gsfir / g? era? ^fer 
iRR gf ^ ^ ^ gJfe 

igcq> giif oPTrat W ti^Jeii 

tl 
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3lWmJT W 43 ^ 

46 ^ 

sntjrRcT t) 3ra5RW[, 
3RTTOcf> W 41 ?I3 
43RncTt! 

51^ % 

?RI ^ 1997 4 

t, ^ '(*t4l<D 

3ifSrf5m, 1963 % 3rg?d^ 
49 48 4 ’R 

HWIcl, €lWI^ ^ ^ 

^ PlRqiQ WT 4l 5R^ 
^ ^5^ % I €tl??rfl 
siraro? l^sifRd 1^ 
^ ^1^ ti 4 

3IN^?FT 

WT 4 4l^ ^ ^ ll4l^ 
f ^ M ^ % 

#1% 11 

3RT: ^ ^TST ^ XKfcdl % ^ 

7 ^ !?rtl€l arf^if^. 
1963 ^ 31fa^ 42 48 

^ 31^ sfR ^fecl 3rf^f^ 
% aig^49 ^ 3fRi4cf 4l 
ei>(5<a oii5CX»{'*i 
^iH^^irif ^ ^i4sr 4 ^icff ^ 
?TOr giww4> 
IJ^sIlSIR l^tlfRd 2P?4 % 
grf^ ?RtT dtn 3|i|RRT t 
^ 14:^ T!»i4l4t€l 4r 
^rRRT ^nlxT 

4, ^ ^gei ^ ^natll % 
gf^ 4>R)d 313®^ ^ 

aiR l Rdd aw 
^4!nf^ 3i3«dg 42 % w 
48 4? ^ wi4 ^ ^ t, 


[’FT III—4] 


’F?I ^ : 3T?TTtITM 



(»i) ^ 

^ ^ jnfSr^ #, 
W 3r3*te^ m 
t ^ 

^ gSr 


1963 ^ 48 ^ 42 

^ 'Sl^*in TI9> ^ II*IT 

* 15 ^ ^ 

^n?Tr t ^ ^ 

^ ^ jnlii|5cT ^ 
??f, / ^ n^ iinff ^i[ 

^IPlf <ty ^fnr if 

1963 % arg^ 42 ^ 
’ir-n-fn artfiRT ^Igisff % 1^ 

srfSrfSjjpT % 3igcd^ 
42^3lcPfcT^3qf^^ 

^ ^?r 4I^ gm ^ 

^ 3r3*?fit ajj^ aig^fe 48 

^ 49 ^ aRpf^ €Kn?»rSf 5Rr 

wr ^ ]j^ 

ara^igHi 

^41<£l ^ ^i?FT 

3fk ^UPf 

^^’fl?T^in?fg5TR^% 
ig ^5^ aqfi^T ^ 
^ 

^1^ ^ ^ 1R 

^’ft ^^ 

^?f*FT if ift lj>rtt€t gRT 
’ll? JR5W % 3?g^ 

^'rf^rf^.1963 3ig^ 49 
^ ^fw> argiB^^ 42 
48 % mgqr^if % ^ ^ 

3ig^ 48 T^ 

313^ 42 % ^ 3fk 
49 % ift ^ 
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Wl *iini 

^ ^ ^ RH 
^R«J8f ^ ^ ^ 

Jl^ 3 IcT: 

3n^3n^i?cr g?r ^ 

^atr3iR% 

figre tr# ^ 

qr qif#W ^ 

3if5rt5iq 11 

t ^ 

#91^ 951 t 

I 


qq^ q39 qt q? qq^ 
gsf^ q»rM 3if^if^» 
1963 

31^^ 48 (J9 49 ^ 3RPf?T 
"#11 91 ^ q^ qEf 
cTsn / 91 ^ qiq^ ^ q^ 
if ^ 9t ^sit ^ qfw if 
^fciq*FSt 3I^f^ #7 sn^flRT 

t 9? 3099995 Tf?T3fl3TR 
qraf^ 9 91^ f^lftlcT 
95^1 fTT cR? 9>T qqiafr31R 
1^19^79 ^ ^ 9^ 9i^ 
q^ccp W99 t 

919^ qff ^ 90 91^ I 
3RT: qq^rtt^f ^ .€tqq*r?l 
xiHet?l i^9t79 9>1 

919 9519999#f 939111 


^9q 

-qWIciq ^ qifel 30^ ^ 

995191 if, ^ if 

3II^3||^l>d ^ 1^ 9q 

c^i53^ 3nq^ tgi0:c9>f 

^ 9^ q^ y^Mii ^ 

afjf^RPR ^ qfqsj if f^RIc^t 
3rgqf% qq^rtt^r ?R1 ^97 ^ 

31^909 94 1994if^9^ 

9>r ^Iqqq^t 5 R 1 ^ei^nq^o^ 
95t 31l9 ! <99>d l tl ^ 
99319 ^99 ^ 31^ ^ 
3if^ qft 3n^3n^q^ 3lR 
[ ^ 9^ 1994 if 

j |3n 911 to9 

r 9il ^ 39? ^515091 9091 

1 9 iflqi 

cl«9T ^ tqH if 
|q en|39q^ 
300^919 qjq ^ 

^Iqqjq^ ^ if qq ^ 

?9T 3«9 ^ 6919 if 991^ |q 
f^, 991 di?eyqvi 3nq^ 
951 q95 919 3Ilj3|l4qd ^ 

4cff 9511 qir qq4Mf€f ^ ^ 


9 ? qi# 9 ^ 
el^ tl t ^ 

^jqqq^ 9>r 9? W 9 ^ 

9lf^ 3SR^ SIX I 

9^ jJl9 97 
clT^ ^t91 qft '^*11 ^ 

91?^ 9 ^ 9^ qiqf ^ 
9Tf?t? 93^^»€lqqq^ 
9 ^ 'W'c cpqqi 9if^ % 
^ 95f ^fqiq 991 f, -gTiif 

qq^l^ ^ 9^ qpf ^ 
9nteti 


(imi ' .|■.iMl^>^«i•(^*^ 








m—^0^4] 


^ ^TSRsr : ai^rraRtrr 


w ^ f$nj j^\ 

^ WR ^ 

^ 3ftq qrq ^ I 
I 3PIJ 

^ 3ig»# 5^|iir % ^ 
id qpf tR 
3nq^ ^ •m 

^5^ I €Kjqq4t 

^ ^ ^ t ^ 

^ WH ^ 5r^ 

^ % SRfif^ arRTT t qr 
^1 ^ ^RT Bqr^ 

3lf6|^R^ % ftqq 

I ^3«fr % ^ 

^nqiciq 5Rr 
^ ^ anqrqqRT 
t ^ MqPT7 

m\ 




'iU^oii^W qq 

^ t tP^ ^ 

^ anq if 

q^gqi 

^ if, 

to; ^ 

^5RW ^ ^rf^ tol5R 
^ s^iiqiofi^ 5Rr 
»iq toff ^ 3rg??R alk 
f^rmqfrRRif q^5(7 

I ^ qw^ if qn^ 
ft?T ^ qnPfcT fi 
qjto toq fto?q 
^ ^ qm ^i^nq 
^^3nq?qq?T[Ttl 


HEacii 


iral 


W 26-10-2006^ q? 

^ toP'Jcl 

W ^fto torRcT id qit’qjrfVMifqf^to 
^ 3RT^ ciT^s^ t to% 3n^ cTOi qq 
siton ?WT 3rtoR fi 
^^ift, 7j^ ^ 
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wfi ^ ^ ^ ^ 

JJtC ^ ^ *11*1 ^^■*^*5 

48 % ^ sicpfci 

w atrf^ngj^ 
^ #1 vmz 

^ ^ ^ jjH 

^?l*ir ?wr ^ Rpf ^ 

3Rrfe R? 

cII^iJ5IT tl ^ R^ 
RPif % R2F RR 
rIrI RR ^ R?t RRT 

anRRRRtiit? 


^ 3ig^ 48 ?WI 3ig^ 
49 % 3Rrt?I €ll?q*rtt RWR- 
RPm «R ^rafertN wra if 

RRI3lt3IR ftffef RR% ^ 

RRI J ^ % 1^ Rfr 

^ ^ M S 

ai l i t l^RR % ar^idR 48 % 
SRPfcT «Iwfeci ^ 

RRR iJ ^ RT ^ R^RI RPf 
3RIRTRTR^ RPf % 
RIRRiftl 


OTRRRSsrR?nw^53r 

arf^rfilRR, 1963 ^ 3g«dR 

2(3iR) if mR'RRI ^ 

ai^RlR ^ Rift! Rpf ^ 
RWR if ^ RRcW ^iRwr 
H(^4i a^lR if R|f ^ 
cra> ^ Rflff f I^Riif RR?!tR 
^ cn^ ti 

RRM^f 1^ snR^RI 
RIPrtf RT R^f 

SRIRT #1^ ^ dR if R(^ 
RR^ R^tf^R 
(51 WM) ^ if 
RITOR^iTRIRltl 


15.2 3R^lRxT^3dclftarr, 3n^3Tl^^ fHHidRild 'WIHI^ 3i^<^tJ f^l % : 

(i) ^TIRRT <fk RT RF ^ jTT TraJcTT t SRfaR^GcT ^ r 5 1994 4 fe# WT Fn^CTEST 

3RR^RH ^gT> ten RTl cTlf^TlToT SITR^RIR ^fCRSCcT RT W aft tiq^Ki TIRR Rl4t 
2006 ^ RF^ ^tRT ^ RTFT RT I ^tE^WcT % R^lf ift R^t RT tNcT cRp R^ oR^ % 
FRte3RatR^TM5tR9TRT4R^R5FTaTT Ra5aTt I F^ Rf^tefd^ 4 ER5Wf€t fcfe^ 
^RcTTR RT oflT ^ W Slftl^IT R^ RT oNnfe 2006 R?^ 5tl2R5CcT RT 3RTlf ^ fciy a»^4 
T^.15 rIr FR RT oftr ten oTe^ 3^Ft% RIcf T^ ^ tef al^% teft R^ ?fT% ^ ffi 

tel 


(ii) Iteft ifr tefcT#, ^ RgR#? ter ucb i flid te rrt rttr wcfeK t 

3i^Rte ten te^ RRjcRi a§t 3nT^ ri^ cib<4t tft oft si^nte GR^Wf^t ^ r^ ^ sftrTift 

TT. 15 yte 3R ®r RRJcRj TloIRteT teRTI 

(lii) wit ^ ten GR^Wte STTT R5t^ ^RT ySTR Rl^ R5t nf I GR^Wt^ R)t Rn4f ^ TWfticT 

cpI^ R5T SiIRcok RTI 


(iv) an^sn^GcT fitt Riter 1998 R?r RRit^r Riten if teite 12.11.1998 ^ 3ite ^ 
3T^RR 3nj3nfGcT % 3TR^ Sifted g§t y^RKui 3itT ® 5 T^ ^ ten tt. 50,00,000.00 2^ 
TiteoTRiteRTl 1998 if 3n^3n^^ 1999 ^T?R^ Rite5TTt.2414 RiterteRT 
3RilRR^3nenTRT3ndRnTa^^^tt^ ! Jcitj -RIRIclR, ^ FITT 9-02-2000 R^ Ga> 
STRiter 3Tiit?r RTter f3n teRir 3n^3Ti^ gr5 rjT tete ten'nRT RT te TT.15 nte FR ^ 
T>.6 yfcT FR ^ fFRTR % RF 3nR9R^ 9JcT® RST ^RRH 35^ I RIR if, 3fteT 33^3151TT 
-RIRIdR ^ 3^ R^JcTR) fHRfRd R5T% ^ te ftite fen f I Rfe ^tGGR^t FF teffel 

M?ycicn Sn^Sn^GFT RTTT feG RG IjncTTR oRTRT % <ft SnfSR^GcT % SFRT 35T ^RRR 35T^ 35T 
RIRT teRT # afk Rfe R9Jc35 35R if eft GR^f^f^t ^ feRT t fe RF oRlRT Tlfe 

3n^3n^G?r nft rtrtt 35t i 


! 

i 
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(V) h ftS 9 T h aqr ejjM* >McWTiteii^iTPf^#HT^aierr 

m fe# 3?ici^ aspif % ^ asf^ ^ oPtiir ^ fe msr #, srafa;, 

®ntt ^ ^traRjff aJi^ ^ nsH a5t ^ ^ Tif ^r, 3ihr qfe ^ ^ >Sy fit ^ ^ gf#r ? 

311^ 2006 traj gar, fjR#> ais ^ ai^siifEpT Stannit gm Proffer nroar asr 


(Vi; 


^ ^ t fe g^i jlijibud qr feg w 3?m^gR, jfr ^i^^Tffrfcr 

f^wfRd ^ ^!®cir 13^k ^I^ ^ cfr jmcg? 

l-ltjlRct 35T I 


(vii) ^MRfwfaotl iji4-ii kh^mIcTI 5Rtfel?ilP!J^TcTra'^g5Tf^5n^ I 

16^^M^H^%gaSlcr3n%qgf5ara>153ijJcr,2011 g Ri »ifad>Ku i gm 3gie jip ^ sIIt 3=t 

i R ctJiJIJ <r 311^311 jeci ^ aqR sRgcT gg Ba? gR yr: BasrofeuiR^aif 

I ^29.12.2009. 16.6.2010. 10.8.2010.11.8.2010. 18.01.2011 tot 
17.2.2 011 ^ g ili<m«i gm .a-wij ff 3nj3?i^ g» ^ iro tki >j l d> i fi<ji tto mi 
fft 1ft. OT ^qgfen^27 ri^.2011 sa^ngai^n^^aw^iafeinirortfeg? 

^aloR oti Pi jg^.^^fitfefea43^.2011 ^gg^ingg^ I an^si^^fJF 

Ht^fe3rwa^afe3n^3»i^*3^2011 ^rrie^aitf ^jn<<r^M?<itqF 
»nR^^CT^3fi^3f)^a5t3W5ffa5FtT=)^#3ikjfw^a5t®Rfa#f,g™r^3iBJlf i 
fwimf^r^l^^d#fraj3i^3f^%^nPifefgai!fB^, in aMu^jf i fta gRrg^s^ 

rft 3^ ffejr iTOT m fe dfearccr iR fee 30% aifSr cngeror 3nirt?Pif ^ few # cmie 5irt ai^t 

^/3c^#croaf^3jfeE®?iqfg^froT^p^riti5gtite3IH^%a5Iltt^3Ha5FrqroiTO 

^<jRgftfcjrfroTEaRiqfir^ I " 


V . 

(i). a? «IWoll fWl^yi i||Rt4.i 2004 2365,1999 ^ 2414 cwr 1999 % 2539 «»n=rtm 

^ RiraRw. gRT ftai® 10 aPRfT 2009 ^ fel >n; ^iniRi an^ % antiR iR ^ 

1^ w 11 OTif ^ ^1^ % aiTOR iR jna^lJi-sag TJipiiePr gw Bift^ gRf'nfer 

am^ w. <awi4l/2/1997-f!iriMISt gsii® 17 iirf 2003 ^ fe=n^ ftiir ti 

»nH-f>g <ii«i -q wMJi» an^ ^ ^ i o gw nifilgWT ^ Pl d i afew W a ^ t: 

(^). i?f4)'5)<fl^5Rg5TjR^il^f^gRq5^l 

(^). I^FTRT ^««x^Njj felP^^<d?Rrg3Il7TI^3^fiRf^^^^| 

(^). qiR^r 31?^ I 

W. 

(?) <T>ig,'i ^ 'ilgxiix ^ 3n^ ^nRcT i 

(^). *wff iRRgj^ ^ f 3rfc!Rg?T ^imnSt JRgd i 
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^ 17^ 2003 ^ ^ ^ t 

^ ^ JUf^lcfR^ ^ ciiR^Jld cpT ^ ^ «lf^ 

aTE2iej ^ Tpn l ^ ^^IFlTeFT ^ l^iicp 8 W^, 2002 cF>T ^ 1^ 

^ ^5?T 3TTf^Pl-tRl ^ 'iia^d ^T2^[ <if^a ^ 5nf^cr>y^ f^Rl^ STCEfftT ^ 
cjl ^nte f, 3TT^ ^ ^ ^ i^lfrlcblehTll ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ I 10 sFRd 2009 ^ ^ 3n«nf^ cp»4^ ^ ^ sicrf^ ^ 5^ 

U l l^ch^m ^^ IJcfj ^1^ m ^S?H 2IT 3?!^ ^ ^ ^ ’Weir 31^2TftT 

3fhr ^ w 1 ^ ^ vjiiicpi’^f ^ ^ t ^ 

3n^ 113n^r, ’im ^1 ^ ^ 1^ 

% gcfjTH ^ ^ ^ ^ yirTg>T^ ^ ^ ^ 11 

^-CTr ^ aff^en 11^ ^ acn^ ^ #T ^ 

^ ^ I 31^ nf^ill^cfj TTT^ ^ cT^IT ’4aff ^ 3R^ cT^ 

^ 1^ ^ ^ >PR^ ^ ’IHHT 3pR^ PlMdi^T ^ W ! <^*14)41^1 

cWT 31lj3j | jljd ff WTd HRRT 30 ^ 2011 ^ 1^ ^ I ^ 

^ «ff ^ ^ H5T 3R^ l«Raa IR^ ^ WT ^ 
qicPT ^ 17 2011 ^ if ^ WTd ^ 1 clf^ ^ f ^«ft ^ 

auq^ ^t<^tchym ^ g?! ^ ^ ^ ?^e 1 ^ x^ ^ 50 ^ 

^ Wq ^ I ^ cqpT ^SfH xnil^ ^ PiMCin if ^ 

^ snf^i^^ ^ ^ ^ «if^ ^aft ^ WT ^ ^ 1^ 11 

^ ^ 10 3PR^T 2009 ^ '^aff ^ 3i^an t'csdi t 

^ cf[ ^ Slfctf^ ^TFT^ enter ^ 3ra^ ^ W WdT tl if 

^'laff % te ^ pn SIT I 

(ii). 5 ^ ^^te^ ^ ^ar gs^T ^ ^ iR^ 5RcM «R t ^ ^ 

^ tej^ wit 31iq^^d tg cTT53^T^ 4chl«ll ^>3^ g>T tl tRTT ^ 

^^^if RH(^Rsld^?TTtegR^^te^^ 
jnteRq % srgjfR^ tg 3 r^ ^ricp. v^H4>{ft<ii^/^/^f€t-€tTi/2563, RhI^ 24 
4»{«l’?l, 1998 ^RT tJ9> JR^TT^ ^ife^ 'telT I 

wif^^.15/-1# ^ ^ fl^ ^ cii5C’{ij'ji <jcpj‘ii ^ ^ ^ 51^ ^rnff % 
3f^ ^ ^ ^ 1^ ^ ^cTT^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^1?^ ^ ^ ^pif 

^ ^ bt47 ^ mRcibh I3n #, t ^ ^ 4t^ % ^ir ^ ^ 

R^d ^jpit ^ ^ ci>^cii ^ 'ficpai ^ 

^ ljH4t4 t€t ^ 5^ H'WW cf^ 3RId^ gR% ^ 3Tg^ R^TI W eft ^ % 3R% ^ Rli^P 9 
^ 3Rit i^t^ 51^ TTFlf tR wff W?f WW^ ^ ^sJh 4 3T^ Pl^qn TR^d telT 
3jfk W ^ ^ ^?1^3ff ^ ?tte ^ R^ RT^ ^ 3TrPfcT 4tTitpTJcT af^ if 

<y| | ^e-<^jv4 3IIM^^H^' ^ te ^ ^ ^ ^ ^.15/- Rf^ g>T R^e^? 

3igHt f ^d teff ^ / Rf f^xIT^tR t ^ ^ RT^te ^ ^ RT^ if ^RT^t 'ttwK Rff^ ^ 
SIT I eTSUft, e!F31T IReRcl «ftWR ^ R? ^ RTt SIN^VIHI ^ fiRR if Wl ^ 'dc^'ca RRdT 





II!—4] 


HRcT ^ 


3nq^«^ 135 ^jiPiRr wgo® ^ 15j % an^an^ija 5Rr f^ ,p, 3„q^ ^ 

wTOFi -Mi^viiiiw^iftij^aiitjRg^vgrf 

H?!Jop^3fk ^q«if 'Ron^^#5^^jf5n5e^3nq^^f ;5 |^iM5I55^ 
oTO ^^aiRl^ti d<i3<ii<. iprMarfSifSunr, iU3 ^airnfe5n^i?ifl4tSt%>il^ 

% 3R? feq THJ on5s;pp, anq^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 


(ill). -cf.l4qiBl % # TO, TO ;^r l?I*M % 13# JIR^ i* 5Rr mftcT 

■isft id JI^ an^ 2 tfn 1999 (TOI17 «n^ 2003 g5» ^ ^ isrofiWf ij? 

f5|« gsi ^ I qg qp^ g^ ^ f^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

?RT 1%^ ^ qq f, ^ aq^ Jf g^ ^ gj,^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ *<iii'1«i ^ ^ an^ 10 arro 2009 ^rg y?g 

55^ 5Rr Ji^ fei; jnj jRiara tR ^ ;jf figjq fisq, q„q ^ ^ qq ^ 

3n^v5n^f^unt7i 


(IV). 1963% 313^48 49% sng^^ 

^ ^ ^ %r alt? f5rf%?T f 1 i^irM 

^ f5tf%w ^ f%?i% 3j^ ^ ^ 4t ^ 

f%»Tif%T %r ^ qr f%s!ft Rif^^ c%%T %?r aff«%r ^ 

^ I affg^ 4 8 % 3Rr»f?T % ^alf %t ^ 

48 m 1(4t) ^ 

3Trf^ ^!T ^ aflrsrar ^ j?nit %t ^ft^nalf % sicptcT f%?ft wnr q? ^ i 5 ?t ^ 

tf%^m to<ui HmT\^ % 

^ ^ ^ ^pjf 3nq^ % JT^og? ^ f%jf?DT ^ % 

?>tw'{fH7< ^ I 5?f tiqV if ^ vjii*ii 'qif^^ f% ^ in%4}r'^i ^ f^iqiHch tjg> 

M^o % ff^iwPiep cTSTT ft^^Tf^T95T? gq ^ I ^ 5I^j7^ |?T snf^4>?v| 

^*flR a^^%g cr^^%affcPfcTTO^^q^t^ij|^fqif5|^^^l^gyfg|^ 
^ 3iW f%Em qq q7%T ^ 1 


(v). 3lt? a;nf3n%Jcf %sf[ % ?te? f f% Z!5 Jllf^^^ 1 ^ q^ ^ 

q? t f%gqT ^ q^qpf if snqni sff? qrffeig^ fbRT% 3icT% q q4)»f)<f f ^ 
q%f! wit % ^ f|# ^ gpp^ jiprar 11 

q*rit€f3if§rf%TJT^a^gi^2(3n?)‘^q^ "- 4q*4 4ft4[ % 

t ? ^>lcl %t %t ^Hq? ^ ^ ^ ITR^ ^ 3rf^lf^q»T ?!T^^ f' ( ^4)4 t <D 
x4)tp K^xcii t f% ^ 1982 ^ %?^ ?R^ ^ ^ alt? ^?i% ^ q4 2006 if 

qt;^ TTPif %t HR*iil^n ^ cp3RTi f ;%Fnf% ^ ^ qftKraif % q lq^vi^ 

%r qi^ ^ftf^ gR^ f I ^ ?T% f% %t cT?q> ^ vm^ gi^ 
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w- #t ^ ^ ^ ^ 51^ Rpt # ^ 1^ 3iraw^ ^ 

% ^ »IPt f I 

^^ ^3^^ wm ten t fte ^ te 

^ aifSi^iRT ^RT 'Sn^ ^ '*irftR ^ ^ nter Rpff te H^R ^ 

EfjiRT gR?n tt 3fr^ n^tei ^ sifteg^ te 

3nt3n^t#icTfte?ntitettt^ 

^ eTsilte# ^ RF!^ t ^ nter nM te 3 M?t ^ aiRi^^ite ^ ^ t ^Ite 

^ cR^ ^ ^ ^ tei^ ^ 4nKi ^ I 

RSFT ^ t fte ^ ntel Rpff ^ iteERlR ^ 3RT ^ tl ^RkIT sfk 

^ ften 31^ 31^ te n«ff ?ri^0R 

^ ^ nnM 3if^ifteR te nratn^ ^ ’niBt tv^n^ ^ 3^ 

if) ^Tr«i «n^! ^ FtfteR®! ^ Pi«pw t l«Ri^ ^tcfi fteik^r te 
t^RT RRT.ti i^itcR R5 srf^iftenT te Rra^rfi ^ oqiwt RFtt te ’itt t ^ te 

3i^ RR gRt t 3t^ ^ ntel RPft te ^ if 3I^nR5T RPT gRt 11 ^ ^ 

te t ^ ^ tte R? Rif^RR^ ^ nter rt 4 snnteFt te R^ 
g ii f^^M ' ^ 13lk ^ R^ 3nt3n^ t ^ R^lt Ittei Rn?3 Rtt t^ n? 
Rif^RRR 3if5it^ ^ R^ tenf^ ?iiftef^ RR Rtei ^ RRtl^ te ^ Rter 

RPffRR^3nRteT^tet^R^tte^f^^triRTR?FNitrter^titeTq^ WR^^ 
te RR?! Ite Mtei gicn R^ teRR M ^ R?r ^ R^ ^Rtl^ te 

Rter Rpt te R5R t Reilf^ ^ RI^ f I ?RI f^R t, R? fPlcT RRRT RRlPtn? tiRT Ite ^ 
^RS te R^59> R^ ^ ^ te fteRit cRiT Rig? ^ 3tR R»I #nii / 

t. R? Rlf^lR^ RTfcTcPTRT ?RIT snitePRI RltepR^ te te Rt RlfR Rtf q>xdl 

tl R^^ RURFR #R RR ^3tf RT ^ftelT3fr te ftertfter fteR ^ t RRRI te 3nRR RR ite 

R? ^ ^ ?i# R^ ^ ^ tefito ^ RR ten te RiR tt I ^ ^ ^ 

RR Rfl RTSI ^ R>Rt RTRR ^ RT^ / ^IR5R R 15 ^ Rgl RT?T RRRER 5T^ % RR f^ ^ t 
3te crQ^R^ ^ te R§t R#R |RT RlfteRR ?IRT Rtf ^ RR^ 11 ^«R^: ^ W 

Rfi^ te Rlf^rasRR ^ 3FtW Rtf R5RRT11R# RRRR RTR^ ^^ 

^ ttRT 11 Rf^ ^ te Mr RTRT RR R?tt ^ ^3^ t # ftelR Ite# 3F^ ^ ?IRT^ 
^cT^nRT ^RTRT RiftR ^ RR^ te R^ter tef ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ H l f^ch^R tef ^ ^ t Ite Rtel rM RTR^ ^ R^ sif^Tg^ ^ 

Rf^Rltter fteR ^ RI ttRRjRcI M ^ Rtel Rpt ^ 3IRn 11 

(vi) . 3i i j3< i jR c? ^ M tten I fte R^ te rMr rh cn5eRRRi R^ ^Ritf ^ R?^ ^ tf rirrh 
R^ I 3^ ^ STcFT ^ RRj RR fteltRR R>RRT t R? teR5T 2006 ^ 3IRf^ te R^ ^ ttRT 
RlftRl 



w»SSt^» 

L, J™_ ^ ’wr t % i«ci« iR 

itr 5^ ^ «J5 ^ 4 

f I ^ ^ ^ 1^ ^ j, ,j,j^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

®^ ^ ^ ^ ^^isifira 


^5!^I ?!B« rRqj, ^a* t 

3R^ =fter^ ^ ^gp, ^ ^ ^ jf ^ ^ 

^ ,n.n=^: o™ am 3St B-n# 3TO ti 

^Bmri <^t^ ^ ^ a* ^ 3^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

'm Bramt 11 ^.15/-Bfit CT w BBnilla ?B am B^t SIR if BO# iq aipRTO aff t 
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jftlm ^ ftRpc ^^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ fl. ^ann^:’IS ^ ^ ^ 

^ w* ’ifiiftW ^ q^BRi ciTO % ira Biq ^ 

ga vi^ ^ tl sn% ^’S’l’fW ^ 

an^gi aiftei Si’ll aniantJra % 3rt«i ^ F! ft* ^ ^ ^ 

3nq^^Ss!^.6/-iiSt. %’R%TR^’i^irs3raS»i««^^^^^ 

otMA ?ro ssfira arafit % snq^ ^ aifisfe 1 ^’ra ^ ^-6/-sra « 

w S ^ * I Si ^P ^’’H ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ A A A— **^ MFv «»i A *19 i9Wi9 ntsnr v I iwT 


ap^lm n W^liA^ M'nw iN'^i'i ..- ' _ ■ A 

311^ gjt g|H <( Tui g! jiMS. IjHS^ » ^IWPI ^ MRn » SITO aW iWICT 

^ ai^-lti <M<g nT ga t; f»gR fe’n ’PS t ^ 6/- S.g » 4q.i-d<»i air^ ^ 

grawgnRata*l^i!S^’W^’n=«1^^’P^^<*^®^ 

™««€» ^ ^’sS ^ Sai ^ iR iPi^’S t* St gia# 

^ fa >1^ otS’S t* St anift 3s Sot g^ai 11 ijaSSit Si# siPraiR wira^ . * 

t gS «iti ii^’iM'R IS an^ S Ssj ^ 6/-jS^^iR St 

aigaS # OT# 11’W inS^ OTOTa sRiS’IS OT^ S iSs aim OTaa # aigiiiwra a OT 

f^P(^lSS^fPre5tl^.6/-^lS#.^OT^11 gSS’saraSawcOTn'tcMataR 
an#?!# % Sis aiSg gii iiH Sai ^iSs I 


###t|#SSgmsaSS#5ro5^iiiS^SOTiag3Pii’ras®l?Ri^^l^Sts 

3nfeniga,»Sgisai^Sttmi»’iS^ttSi#tiP^ 

rfni,i<uvi i <*w i » Sis iira 11 aiiiaiijsa S #trai S Si# igsR St % 
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Si iSa gpit gg OTiggsgi ang^ S Sis iJ^ giigm g^m S#Ri sg s aR gs 1^ 

S#i asSggi# S Sis SSggR g# 11 gS gwOT iRn % # sgiOT g?^^ S 

g? giSmg sgS«# ?RI SiS f® ggg S g?OT sgWK# alR anianl^ # #^sg«t 

#graOTSisgM#OTaSSigsiiiSgiOTg#3Riigi’i’nSRgt a)Rgi^ 

siiiiirag ?Ri Sisi Sgi ggi t Si as SgiSa gRR S S?i% sgSS# SR anjanlsR 1^ 
3ria^#gigSgS#SgiSggSSi1994itiigigitaiigiajRaiqra#’igi»^ 

mgim OT aiSa #ssgS S aiitai asai t iS OT OT^i S aigaR gnS OT SgeRi ^ 
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TAMFP AUTHORnY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 


Act 
Court 
Ports 
and m 


The Mumbai Port Trust 


Mumbai, the 19th August 2011 

No. TAMPyW/1999-MBPT.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 48 of the Major Port Trusts 
963 (38 of 1963) and in compliance of the common Order dated 10 August 2009 passed by ttie Hon ble High 
t of Bombay in Writ Petition No. 2364 of 2004.2414 of 1999 and 2539 of 1999. the Tariff Authority for Major 
hereby disposes of the proposal of the Mumbai Port Trust (MBPT) for levy of charges for lighterage (^rations 
1e objection raised by Isapt Industries Limited as in the Order appended hereto. 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
No. TAMP/93/1999-MBPT 

ORDER 


Applicant 


(Passed on this 26th day of July. 2011) 

This Authority had- passed an Order No.TAMP/2/97-BPT dat^ 
2 June 1999 disposing of the proposal received In March 1997 from Mumbai Port Trust (MBPT) 
about levy of charge for lighterage operation in respect of cargo carried In transit to other p<^ 
whether discharged at the Bombay Floating Lights (BFt) or outside. The above said t^ff O^er 
was challenged by the MBPT In the Hon’ble High Cfourt of Bombay. The Hon’ble High Court had 
set aside vide its Order dated 8 January 2002 the tariff Order dated 2 June 1999 and directs this 
Authority to reconsider the proposal of the MBPT and pass suitable orders, in accordance with law 
after giving an opportunity of the persona! hearing to the MBPT. 

2 . 1 . In compliance of the High Court Order dated 8 January 2002. this Authority had 

passed an Order on 17 March 2003 disposing of the proposal of the MBPT. The above said tariff 
Order was challenged by the MBPT in the Hon’bie High Court of Bombay under W.P. No. 2634 of 
2004. 


2 2 . On 2 June 1999 this Authority had passed another tariff Order No.TAMP/5/97-BPT 

dated 2 June 1999 disposing of an application filed by the Ispat Indusfries Ltd., (IIL) on 4 July 1998 
raising objection on the competence of MBPT to levy lighterage charges. The above said tanff 
Order was challenged by IIL in the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay under W.P. No. 2414 of 1999 
contending that the levy of T15 per tonne by MBPT is not justified as this Authority has held that 
the MBPT cannot levy lighterage charges, 

2 . 3 , The MBPT also challenged the above said tariff Order in the Hon'ble High Court of 
Bombay under W.P. No. 2539 of 1999. 

2 . 4 . The Hon'ble High Court has passed an interim Order on 9 February 2000 on the 
above said two Writ Petitions namely 2414 of 1999 filed by IIL and 2539 of 1999 filed by MBPT. 
The Hon’ble High Court held, inter alia, as follows: 

“ 10. Having heard both the learned counsel, in view of the submission on behalf of 
Ispat Industries Limited itself in its amended application before the Tariff Authority, the 
appropriate order would be that during the pendency and disposal of both these Petitions. 
Ispat Industries Limited ought to pay the necessary levy at the rate of T6 per Metric Tonne 
instead of T16/- per Metric Tonne, which is the resolution of 1994 passed by the Port Trust 
and which is challenged by Ispat Industries Limited., As far as refund, which Is sought by 
Ispat Industries Limited , is concerned, It is clear from the order of the Tariff Authority itself 
that the order is made prospective and no refund is directed even thereunder. That being 
so, at tills stage, the question of directing refund does not arise. Ispat Industnes Limited 
will give periodical details of the cargo off-loaded for taking over to Dharamtar Port. The 
periodical details will be supported by customs documents. 

13. The above order is on the footing that Ispat Industiries Limited files an undertaking 
In this Court wthin four weeks hereafter (wth a copy to Port Trust) stating therein that in 
the event Port Trust succeeds in the matter, the short-fall will be made good .at the rate of 
Rs. 15 per Metric Tonne and at the rate of interest to be decided by the Court at final 
hearing. Needless to state that in case Ispat Industries Limited succeeds, Port Trust wH) 
have to refund the amount collected with Interest rate to be decided by the Court at final 
hearing’ 



m~ms 4] 




f «. Hon’ble High Court by its Order dated 10 August 2009 disposed of all the 

^ roco/tfs. So far as the order impugned in W.P. No. 

2634 of 2004 /s concerned, that order dated 17.03.2003 is cieariy is 
r^ach of the direction issued by this Court by Order dated 08.01.2002 
The operative part of the dherdion reads as under. 

We dir^ the Tariff Authority as constituted under the Act to reconsider 
the petitioners proposal and pass appropriate order in accordance wKh 
law, after giving opportunity of personal hearing to the Petitioners 

Thus, this court had directed the Tariff Authority as constituted under the 
proposa/ and to give an opportunity of personal 
/=^W/oaer. Adrnmediy, the opportunity of persona! hearing 
to the PeWoner was not given by the Authority but by its Chairman. In our 

frtade cieariy in violation of the 
/sst/^ py this court which is binding on all the parties to the 
PeW/on fhe order dated 17.03.2003 has to be set-askie. In our opinion, in 
^ Awf/icvtfy as constituted under the Act viz., the 

T^hority consisting of Chairman and two members was obliged to give 
f^rsona! heanng to the petitioner before making the Order The order 
impugned is. therefore, liable to be set aside”. 

'8. 'Vcw TO far as the ottfer which is challenged in W.P. No. 2539 of 1999 

^ /m/asftws Ud., is concerned, ih 

Mr <vnon, m objection raised by the Ispat Industries Ud, lesuKs in 

ri^^hfs il ot the Port Trust Therefore, as wp pmpose to 

th^ the Authority to consider the proposal submitted by the pmt bust 

f^^’i w '*® ‘***"^ uphoMmg the objection raised by the 

Si *® set-aside, because if that order lemins 

SLSr ® porution to consider the proposal 

1999 also, therefore, succeeds and Is allowed. Order dated 2 6 1999 in 

^ ®®^- "'h' hhse is also remitted back 

ctecicteflf afresh alongwith the case No. TAMP/2/97~ 

MBPT. 

2414 Of 1999/scoo^^^ it is filed by the 

oncferpass^ in Writ Petition No. 2634 of2004. we have set 

farther order is required to 
%^seTor ^ Writ petition No. 2414 of 1999 is tiLrefore. 

”10. The Authority is dimcted to consider both the proposal submitted by the 

objection raised by the Ispat Industries ltd. in 

parsed by this Court and shall 
make fresh Order thereon in accordance with law. as expeditiously as 

^ ^ 2 months from the date of on 

which wnt of this order is served on the Authority. During the pendency of 

the pr^edmgs before the Authority, the interim order that is presently 
^^^fons shall continue to operate. The Authority may 
p^rf both the sides to submit additional material that they wish to 


3.2. (a). 


^ ^ February 1998 was to levy a 

lighterage operations in respect of cargo carried^ in 
transrt -to other ports whether discharged at the Bombay Floating L^hts (BF) or 
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(b). The objections raised by IIL vide its letter dated 4 July 1997 was that at MBPT 
anchorage, its mother vessel is only anchoring and discharging cargo wWh the 
ship's gear and no facility whatsoever is used from the port authorities except 
passage to their barges in the MBPT water as well as anchorage of the m^er 
vessel. MBPT is imposing a transshipment charge of 5 per tonne which In its 
opinion is very high. It had approached MBPT for withdrawal of such charges as 
already it is paying for the port dues of mother vessel as weli as pilotage and other 
charges for plying their barges as per the tariff of the MBPT. As per tariff of MBPT, 
the same is mentioned as ^4 per tonne if a vessel is discharging. At the most 
MBPT should charge 25% of the tariff charged at berth for discharging cargo, at 
anchorage which comes to Rs. 6 per tonne, which is in line with other port (e.ij.) 
mormugao, where transshipment charges are at ^5.50 per tonne for similar 
operations. 

4 , As more than eleven years have elapsed since MBPT initiated Its proposal to a 

?iw levy of charges on transit cargo, the Port was given an opportunity to update its proposal, with 
additional material, if any vide our letter dated 14 October 2009 by 23 October 2009. MBPT was 
also requested to produce all the documents in support of its claim that the BFL area falls within 
the “port approaches." After reminders vide our letters dati^ 27 October 2009 and 29 October 
2009 the MBPT responded with its updated proposal vide its letter dated 9 November 2009. 

5.1. In accordance with the consultative procedure prescribed, copy of the proposal 

received from MBPT was circulated amongst the concerned user organizations and IIL vide our 
letter dated 10 November 2009. The IIL was also advised to furnish additional information it may 
wish to furnish to supplement its earlier submission. After reminder vide our letter dated 27 
November 2009 and after granting extension of time to IIL, the IIL and SCI responded vide their 
tetters dated 15 December 2009 and 1 December 2009 respectively. A copy each of the 
comments received from IIL and SCI was forwarded to MBPT vide our letter dated 16 December 
2009 as feedback information for its comments. The MBPT vide its letter dated 11 June 2010 has 
filed a rejoinder in response to the reply dated 15 December 2009 filed by.llL. 


j 5.2. A summary, of the comparative position showing the main points made by the 

I MBPT in its updated proposal, response of IIL to the updated proposal of MBPT and the rejoinder 

of MBPT on the response of IIL is tabulated below: 


8r. 

No. 

MBPTs updated proposal 
dated 9 November 2009 

Response of UL 

Rejoinder of MBPT 

(i). 

Mumbai Port Trust Board vide 
resolution No. 123 dated 
08.03.1994 had approved a 
proposal for levy of T 15/- per 
metric ton as an ^1 inclusive 
cargo related charges unloaded/ 
loaded at BFL area which was 
outside the port limit. 

These are matter of records as 
borne out from the orders of 
either the TAMP or by the 
Hon'ble Bombay High Court from 
time to time. Anything stated 
therein vt^ich is contrary to the 
said orders is specifically denied. 


(ii). 

A proposal was also sent by 
MBPT for the levy of charge vide 
letter dated 24.02.1998. The 
tariff Authority has passed an 
order dated 02.06.1999 which 
interalia stated that the rate of 
T15/- per M.T. was justifiable and 
the same was not approved for 
want of authority for MBPT to 
levy such charges. However, the 
matter went to Hon. High Court 
of Bombay, and the Hon. High 
Court has passed an order dated 
10.08.2009 on the matter. In 
compliance with the above we 
submit the following 

considerations in 

supplementation to our earlier 


fMl'i 11BI f i*«4IIIIMiliBlli IIM 
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As vessels which cairy cargo for 
the steel plant^situated at Raigad 
which folfo within the jurisdiction 
of Oharamtar Port cannot be 
anchored at the jetty built by ML 
During fair weather conditions 
the cargo is unloaded from the 
mother vessel onto barges (i.e.. 
lighterage qserations) in an area 
which foils within the port limit 
and approaches of Mumbai Port 
The Customs Department had 
notified this area as the 
Dharamtar Customs Notified 
Area. This area In which the 
above lighterage operations are 
carried out is within the VesseJ 
Traffic Management System 
(VTMS) range of the Mumbai 
Port maintained by MBPT. The 
barges while going to and from 
the Dharamtar Customs Notified 
Area to the jetty of IIL (at 
Dharamtar Port) pass through 
the Mumbai Port limits through 
foe channels maintained by 
them. During rough weather 
conditions the motW vessel Is 
anchored at Mumbai Port and 
the^ cargo is then discharged on 
the barges and then transported 
to the jetty of IIL In both the 
cases, the barges pass through 
the Mumbai Port limits / 
approaches. 


Ill vide its letter dated 25th 
November 1993 requested 
MBPT for permission for 
lighterage operations of their 
vessels. 


MBPT passed a Resolution 
bearing No.123 dated 8th March 
1994 granting sanction to IIL for 
transit of their barges through 
MBPT port limits on recovery of 
an all inclusive charges of? 15/- 
per tonne of throughput. The said 
lighterage operations included 
making/ erecting / fixing of pier at 
the Port approaches / within the 
Port limits. IIL accepted the 
terms and conditions proposed 
by MBPT and vide their Agents 
letter dated 24fo October 1994 
paid an amount of f 5,00,000/- 
and requested for necessary 
permission for the lighterage 
operations. 


In wew of the MBPT aooepting 
the proposal of IIL and IIL 
accepting the terms and 
conditions laid down by MBPT 
and by makitig parent, a valid 
arid legally binding cofrtract 
came into existence between the 
parties. 


It is dented that during fair 
weather oondWons, UL unloads 
its cargo from mother vessel on 
to the barges in an area which 
foils within the port limito and 
approaches of Mumbai Port. 
TIte lighterage operations during 
fair weather conditions are 
canted out by IIL, at Bombay 
Floating Lights which neither 
forms part of the Mumbai Port 
nor forms part of the approach to 
Mumbai Port It is also dented 
that the barges of ill pass 
through ‘approaches to Mumbai 
Port" as defined by law. For 
reacNng Dharamtar Port the 
barges of IIL pass through the 
dredged chann^ within the limits 
of Misnbai Port without using any 
focility of anchorage etc. by way 
of innoomt passage. 


It is dented that BFL does 
not fonn a part of Mumbai 
Port or Port Approaches as 
telaged. For the barges to 
reach Dharamtar port the 
said barges have to 
undoubtedly pass through 
the port limito of Mumbai 
Port. The s«d barges do 
use focflittes f»ovided by the 
MBFT. Without using the 
facilities provided by M^PT 
it is impossible for the said 
barges to reach Dharamtar 
Port. 


These are just for creating 
entitlement for p<xt related 
charges which are not tenable. 


Passing of Resolution bearing 
no.123 dt. 8** March 1994 by 
MBPT is not denied. However, 
the said resolution was itlegal 
and in violation of the provisions 
of Major Ports Act as no sanction 
of foe Central Govt as provided 
under section 52 was obtained 
by MBPT. It is not admitted that 
the IIL accepted foe said terms & 
conditions propo^ by said 
resolution which did not get 
sanction of the Central Govt and 
were not published In gazette 
which was mandatory 
requirement. 


It is denied that any valid and 
legally binding contract came into 
existence between MBPT & IIL 
There was no meeting of mirtes 
of both the parttes in as much as 
IIL has not consented and had 
no occasion to exercise its 
freewill before passing of 
Resolution No.123 dt. B*' March 


It is denied that the contents 
of the written submission are 
not tenable as alleged. 


It is denied that Resolution 
No.123 dated 8.31994 is 
illegal or in violation of foe 
provisions of the MPT Act as 
alleged. IIL not only 
acc^)ted foe terms and 
conditions set out in the said 
Resolution but also made 
payment accordingly. 
Therefore, a binding contract 
is subsisting between MBPT 
and IIL whereunder IIL is 
bound and liable to pay the 
said charges at ^ 15/- per 
tonne. 


It is doited that there was 
not meeting of minds of both 
the parties. Hie aforesaid 
payment nrade by IIL as per 
Resolution No.123 of MBPT 
was out of free will and 
volition of IIL It was within 
Ill’s right to dispute the 
same before availing benefit 
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1994. The conditions imposed 
by the said resolutions were 
thrust upon IIL and lacked the 
basic ingredients of free virill and 
consents, offer and acceptance 
required for the formation of a 
contract. Fot the reasons stated 
above, no valid and legally 
binding contract could have 
existed between MBPT & ML. 

of the said conditional 
permission granted by 
MBPT to IIL as far as back 
in the year 1994, which ML 
failed to do so. After taking 
benefit of permission of 
MBPT to transit the cargo 
(which forms part of the said 
lighterage operations) 

through the port vtrater limit 
of MBPT for reaching to 
Dharamtar port on the 
condition of payment of said 
charges at the rate of 15/- 
per tonne, it is not open for 
IIL to dispute its liability to 
pay the same. It is further 
denied that the conditions 
imposed by the said 
Resolution No. 123 dated 
8.3.1994 were thrust upon 
IIL and lacked the basic 
ingredients of free will and 
consent, offer and 

acceptance required for the 
formation of a contract. The 
letter dated 25.11.1993 
addressed by IIL to MBPT 
was an invitation by IIL to 
MBPT to give its offer and 
the said Resolution No. 123 
dated 8.3.1994 containing 
the said conditional 

permission was the offer 
made by MBPT. IIL 

accepted the -terms and 
conditions/ offer of MBPT 
vide their Agent's letter 
dated 24.11.1994 and pay 
an amount of X 5,00,000 as 
called upon and acted upon 
the said offer and 
permission given by MBPT 
by carrying lighterage 
operations at BFL and 
transshipping the cargo by 
its barges which passed 
through the port water limits 
of MBPT. In the aforesaid 
premises, it is dear that 
there was a valid and 
binding contract between ML 
and MBPT, whereunder IIL 
is bound and liable to pay 
T15/- per tonne the said 
charges in respect of the 
lighterage operations for 
transiting the cargo within 
the port water limits of 
MBPT. 



(vii). 

Lighterage operations were 
carried out by ML and part 
payments were made by IIL in 
respect of the .same. IIL 
continued the lighterage 

operations. They, however, foiled 
and neglected to furnish the 
oomplets details arxi particulars 

IIL was not liable to pay any 
charges for its lighterage 
Operations at BFL, which is 
beyond the territorial jurisdiction 
of MBPT. 

It is denied that IIL was not 
liable to pay any charges for 
its lighterage operations at 
BFL. It is denied that BFL is 
beyond the territorial 

jurisdiction of MBPT. 
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of tfw cargo arid fallad to pay tha 
duo ligMaraga chargat dMpita 
varioua ramIrKlan to pay the 

aama. 


liL vIda ita fattar datad 17” 
January 19g7 admittad tha rfght 
of MBPT to lavy tha chargat hut 
raquaatad MBPT to raduoa tha 

tama. 


On 4th July 1997IIL praforrad an 
application to TAMP to raviaa tha 
tariff of lightaraga chargat laviad 
by MBPT. MBPT filad thair 
Wrtttan Submlttiont ol^acting to 
tha Jurltdiction of TAMP to tit in 
judgamant ovar tha dadtlon of 
MBPT to lavy lightaraga chargat. 
Tha tald ofajactiont wart 
rajactod by tha ordar datad 27th 
July 1998 oattad by TAMP. 


(a). MBPT Vida thair lattar datad 
9th Novambar 1998 infbrmad ill 
that trantit of cargo through 
MBPT wattra canying oargo 
would ba ttoppad with afftct 
from 11th Novambar 1998. On 
11th Novambar 1998, IIL fliad a 
Writ Pamion 2187 of 1998 
chatlanging tha damand/actton of 
MBPT. II L mada a ttatomant 
that thay will ramit an amount of 
t 50 iakht on or bafoia 15th 
Novambar 1998 and tha balanca 
on or bafbra 27th Novambar 
1998. 


(b). An ad-intarlm ordar wat 
pattad diracting tha partiat to 
maintain atatut quo. 


(c). IIL dapotitad an amount of 
f 50 laKht Vida thair lattar dated 
17th Novambar 1998. On 30th 
Novambar 1998 IIL mada an 
application in Writ PatKIon 2187 
of 1998 for axtention of tima tor 
paym'ant. Altar haaring tha 
partiat Hon'bia High Court 
diiacted MBPT to aooapt a 
chaqua datad 30th Novambar 
1996 tor an amount of 
T98,86,240 towardt part 
paymant and axtendad tha ttma 
tor IIL to maka tha balanot 
paymant till 14** Daoambar 1998. 
On 14" Daoambar 1996, IIL paid 
tha balanca amount of T1.50 
crprat. 


By an ordar dt. 2~ Juna 1999, 
tha TAMP hald that tha propotad 
lavy of cargo-ralatad chargat of 
T15 PMT tor lightaraga 
oparationt at Mumbai Floating 
Ughta (BFL) i.a. tha araa in 
which IIL carriad out lightaraga 
oparationt la bayond tha 
compatanca of tha MBPT. 17 m 
said order, however further held 
that tha rate of T15 PMT can be 



Submlttiont of MBPT are not 
admittad in view of tha matter 
that MBPT it not antitlad to port 
ralatad chargat tor tha vattalt 
which art not uting tha limitt of 
MBPT. 


Tha ordar datad 27” July 1998 
by Ld Authority could not reach 
the finality. Hanot, tha ordar 
dated 27.7.1998 It not fit to ba 
acted upon. 


Tha vattalt carrying cargo 
of IIL art uting tha limitt and 
tocilitiat provided by MBPT. 
Hanoa IIL It liaUa to pay 
port related chargat. 


Tha tama does not merit 
any reply. 



3217GI/11—14 
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(xii). 


(xiii). 


—Id to be lutUflable. 


(a). Tha Hon'ble High Court vide 
its order dated O*’ February 2000 
passed an Interim order directing 
IIL to pay lighterage charges at 
the rate of ? 6 PMT of the cargo 
discharged and was further 
directed to give an undertaking 
that In the event Ispat Industries 
Ltd. losing the petition, they 
should pay the balance charges 
in respect of the cargo so 
discharged. The said order 
further directs the MBPT to give 
an undertaking that in the event 
of the MBPT losing their petition 
they would refund the monies 
paid by Ispat Industries Ltd. 


(b). Consequent to the orders of 
the Hon’ble High Court above, a 
hearing was granted to MBPT on 
2"^ December 2002. At the said 
healing MBPT relied upon the 
Government Notification dated 
28*'' May 1982 as well as the 
Admiralty Chart No. 1487 
showing the areas abutting the 
port limits, navigable channels 
leading to Mumbai Port which 
amounts to port approaches. 
MBPT also relied upon the 
Shipping Guidelines and also 
filed their Written Submissions. 


(c). TAMP vide an order dated 
17**' March 2003 rejected the 
contentions of MBPT. The TAMP 
reiterated their earlier decision 
on the ground that the MBPT 
could not produce the 
appropriate Notification to justify 
lew of cargo related charges. 


(d). Writ Petition 2634 of 2004 
was preferred by MBPT 
challenging the order dated 17**' 
March 2003 passed by TAMP. 


(e). The Hon’ble High Court of 
Mumbai passed an order on 
10.08.2009. 


(a). A Port has been defined 
under the Major Port Act, 1963 
(MPT Act) as under: 

“2(a) port means any major port 
to which this Act applies within 
such limits as may, from time to 
time, be defined by the Central 
Government for the purposes of 
this Act by notification in the 
Official Gazette, and, until a 
notification is so issued, within 
such limits as may be defined by 
the Central Government under 
the provisions of the Indian Ports 
Act.” „ 


The contents are evasive in 
nature. 


(b). Port approaches have been 
defined under the Section 2 (r) of 
the MPT Act as under: 


The contents are evasive in 
nature and the contents which 
are not borne out of the record 
are denied and disputed. 


"(r) port approaches” in relation 


The interpretation given by 
MBPT to the said provisions is 
basically erroneous and not 
supported by any principles of 
interpretation of Statutes. The 
submission of MBPT regarding 
the limits of Mumbai Port are self 
contradictory as in its 
supplemental written 

submissions MBPT itself relies 
on the Gazette Notification dt. 
28.05.1982 wherein the Central 
Govt, has declared the limits of 
Port of Mumbai. Therefore, 
Section 2(a) of MPT Act cannot 
be read in isolation and without 
reference to the said Gazette 
notification. BFL does not form 
part of limits of the Mumbai port 
as per the said notification dated 


It is denied that the 
interpretation given by the 
MBPT to the provisions of 
the said act is erroneous or 
not supported by principles 
of interpretation of 
estimates. Further it is 
denied that submissions of 
MBPT are self contradictory. 
BFL area is treated as port 
approaches by the marines 
and is also deemed to be a 
port approach and defined 
under the MPT Act and the 
Indian Ports Act. It is denied 
that BFL area is not a port 
approach as defined under 
the MPT Act, 1963 for the 
reasons as falsely 
contended by IIL. It is 


t 
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to a port, moans those parts of 
the navigable rivers and 
channeis leading to the port, In 
which the Indian Ports Act is in 
force' 


The definition of port 
approaches as in Section 2(r) of 
the MPT Act has thus to be read 
with Section 1 (2)(a) of the 
Indian Ports Act v^i^ states 
that the Indian Ports Act, 1906 
shall extend save as otherwise 
appears from its subject or 
context.- (a) to the ports 
mentioned in the First Schedule, 
The port of Mumbai is 
mentioned in the First Schedule 
to the Indian Porta Act, without 
any limits. A conjoint reading of 
the two makes It clear that the 
port of Mumbai would include 
the navigable rivers and 
channels leading to the port. 



(c). The phrase ‘in which the 
Indian Ports Act is in force' which 
occurs at the end of Section 2 (r) 
of the MPT Act qualifies the last 
antecedent term ‘port and not 
the earlier term 'navigable rivers 
and channels'. This interpretation 
is in consonance with the well 
settled principles of interpretation 
as laid down by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court. 


The Hon'ble Supreme Court 
construed Section 2 of the Bar 
Council Act which reads 

“Notwithstanding anything 
contained in the irrdian Bar 
Coundls Act, 1926, or in any 
other law regulating the 
conditions subject to which a 
person not entered in the roll of 
advocates of a High Court, may 
be permitted to practice in that 
High Court every advocate of the 
Supreme Court shall be entitled 
as of rioht to praotice in any Nieh 


f 26.05.1982 of the Central Qovt. 
I More over. Section 2(r) of the 
I MPT Act which defines port 
I approaches cannot be used with 
benefits by MBPT in the absence 
of any notification bringing a 
t particular port approach within 
f the purview of Indian Port Act. 
The word approach cannot be 
given a meaning of general 
usage when it has been 
particularly defined in the Act. 
The basic follacy In the argument 
of MBPT is that It is relying on 
various alleged documents 
wherein mariners have been 
allegedly treating BFL as a port 
approach but it loses sight of the 
fact that such usage cannot over 
ride the specific provision of law 
defining the port approach with 
particular reference to Indian 
Ports Act. Even though BFL is 
being treated as Port approach 
by the mariners but it will not be 
deemed to be a port approach as 
defined under Major Port Act, as 
Indian Port Act has no 
applicability over BFL Once this 
distinction is appreciated, the 
argument of MBPT loses Its 
strength and cannot be 
accepted. It is also incorrect to 
say that a conjoint reading of the 
above two referred provisions 
would make it clear that Port of 
Mumbai would include navigable 
rivers and channels leading to 
the port even if the Indian Port 
Act is not in force there. 


The para under reply is 
argumentative in nature to justify 
the stand taken by MBPT. It is 
denied that the words "in which 
the Indian Ports Act is in force” 
will qualify the word "Port” only 
and not the words “navigable 
riyers and channels'. Section 2(r) 
of MPT Act does not invite any 
such Interpretation jn as much as 
the plain reading of the said 
section i§ unambiguous and 
clear. 


The said para is argumentative in 
nature. The judgment (without 
citation) referred py MBPT has 
no bearing to the facts & 
circumstances of the present 
case qnd therefore cannot bind 
the Authority as a precedent. 


further denied that argument 
of MBPT loses Strang and/ 
or the same cannot be 
accepted as falsely 
contended by IIL. 


MBPT does not admit the 
contentions/ denials of the 
IIL as sought to be raised/ 
made in the said paragraph. 


It is denied that the> 
judgment cited by MBPT 
have no bearing to the facts 
of the present case and that 
the same cannot bind TAMP 
as a precedent as falsely 
contended by IIL. 
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or not he is an 
advoGste oh(iat High Court*. 


The Court olMerved 


*MuGh ado was made on both 
sides about the comma occurring 
just bafoie the word "or” in the 
non obiMnto clause, the 
PetitkNiar stressing its 
importenee as showing that the 
adjectival otauae 'regulating the 
conditons-etc.” does not qualify 
thei words^ 'Indian Bar Councils 
Act” v^ich>are sepwated by the 
comma and that, therefore, the 





in the premise V channels and 
rivers leading to the Port of 
MumlHii woiM bsl covered by the 
term 'port approaches’ and 
^mPT poss esse s Jurisdiction to 
levy rates for lighterage 
operations carded out within the 
p^ Hmils and plso within the 
’pert approaches' subject to 
af^ro^ and nOtPioatien of such 
raiesbyTAMP.i 



The tfim port Spf^aches is well 
uaierslood in the shipping 
dfoles»and 4foea':not require any 
aaiwwtaipotifiemien. 



It is incorrect to say that the term 
port approaches would also 
include channels and rivers 
leading to the port of Mumbai, 
even though Indian Ports Act is 
not made applicable to them. It 
is also incorrect that MBPT 
would possess Jurisdiction to levy 
lighterage charges carried out 
within such rivers and channels 
as alleged. 


lihast’been 
h lJ lWdfllS to P ^>llPi i U iti mwyn i diet 

m m m fo 

The 

-e(>i4 t » a Oi i p e page .<^4he same 
ptfoMian^^yiatararea^w^ 
iS:#dtelds#rtd'Of^depm neither 
teqjd^-^BloiiMhaltow. nor in a 
- aiMen vessels 


No usagf custom or practice can 
over ride specific statutory 
provisions. H«ice, tire provisions 
of Section 2(r) of MPT Act cannot 
be overridden by alleged usage / 
custom / practice of the mariners. 
It is incorrect that in view of such 
alleged custrxns, usage and 
practices, no separate 
notification is required as alleged 
by MBPT. 


Submissions of MBPT are not 
admitted. The alleged 'Mariners 
Handbook” has no authenticity 
and cannot be relied upon. 



Submissions of MBPT are not 
admitted. The aii^ed publication 


The term port approaches 
include channels or rivers 
leading to the port of 
Mumbai and MBPT has 
jurisdiction to levy charges in 
respect of the lighterage 
operations carried out at 
within the said rivers and 
channeh leading to Mumbai 
Port. MS per section 2 (r) 
which defines port 
approaches under the MPT 
Act, 1963, only the 
concerned port is required to 
be covered by the Indian 
Ports Act and there is no 
necessity for the concerned 
channels or rivers leading to 
such port being required to 
be defined or described 
under the said Indian Ports 
Act. In other words, the 
provisions of Indian Ports 
Act are not applicable to 
such channels and rivers 
leading to Port of Mumbai. 


MBPT reiterates what is 
stated in their submissions. 


It is denied that foe Mariners 
Handbook does not have 
any authenticity and cannot 
be relied upon. 


miiiiiiiiili 
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Pilof rafMs to an Anchorage 
araa 20 milaa North West of the 
errtrance to the Mumbai Harbour. 
Thua, theae Anchorage araaa lie 
within the port approaohea of the 
Port of Mumbai and are to 
martnera. 


The Britiah Admiralty Chart No. 
1487 (Map) titled Approachea to 
Mumbai ahowa the port of 
Mun^i and the approachea and 
lighterage operationa areaa. The 
Chart alao ahowa limits of the 
Veaael TrafHc Management 
Syatam (VTMS) maintained by 
MBPT. 

The area where lapat Industries 
Ltd. cvry out the lighterage 
operationa ia shown in Biue line. 
It ia pertinent that a part of the 
aatd area is now within the new 
limits of the Mumbai Port. The 
barges on to which cargo is 
unloaded have to pass through 
the port approaches to reach 
Dharamtar Port 


has no authenticity and cannot West Coast of India Pilot' 
be relied upon. relied upon by MBPT has no 

authenticity and cannot be 
relied upon. 



The chart demonstrates that a 
vessel to enter the Port of 
Mumbai has to approach the Port 
from one of the various 
recommended safety fairway as 
marked in the chart or from the 
anchorages which are within the 
to the port of Mumbai. 


Lighterage opendiona are carried 
out only edten the vessel is 
approaching the port with a view 
to save time and cost so that the 
mother vessel does not have to 
spend considerable time in the 
outer anchorage waiting to enter 
the port) or when the draft is not 
enough for tire mother vessel to 
erttor the port Hence lightwoge 
operations by nature have to be 
carried out at the port 
approaches also. The same 
demonstrates that Dharamtar 
Customs Notified area falls within 
the approaches to the Mumbai 
Port 


The said chart also dwncaoates 
the Mumbai Vessel Traffic 
Management System (VTMS) 
operation area. Vessel bound for 
any area within this reportirtg 
zone contacts the Mumbai VTMS 
center and seeks direction, 
information about the traffic in 
the area and givM details about 
the vMsels crew and the cargo. 
ITre Dharamtar Customs Notified 
Area tells within the Mumbai 


Submissions of MBPT are 
denied. The IIL wishes to refer to 
the following statement made by 
MBPT subsequently of its 
Supplemental Written 

Submissions. 

“It is pertinent that a part of 
the said area is now within the 
new limits of the Mumbai 
Port." 

The above statement supports 
the contention of tIL that the area 
of BFL was not within the limits 
of Port of Mumbai as MBPT itself 
submits that "a part of said area 
is now within the new limits of 
Mumbai Porf. 


In view of the fact that the copy 
of the chart referred by MBPT 
has not been supplied to the IIL, 
the IIL does not admit the 
correctness thereof or the 
allegtfions made in that respect. 


It is denied that BFL area is 
not within the limits of port of 
Mumbai/ port approaches. 
Before raising the present 
dispute, the charges were 
paid by IIL without any 
protest. Further, in the light 
of tects and /relevant 
sections, the barges of IIL 
with the cargo (forming part 
of the said Hghterege 
operationa) pass through tits 
port water limits of MBPT 
under permission given by 
MBPT In the year 1994 on 
the condition of part 
payment of all Inclusive 
charges of 715/- per tonne, 
theJJL is not entitM to raise 
telse''''-~e!id baseless 
contentions ^>gaioat the 
daiming jurWtetiorr'Sjf^ 
MBPT to levy the said 
charges. 


It is denied that the chart 
filed by MBPT was not 
supplied to IIL. In any event, 
the said chart is one which is 
available to all concerned. It 
is not an internal chart 
maintained only by MBPT. 


Submissions of MBPT are not 
admitted. It is denied that the 
allegations made demonstrate 
that Dharamtar custom notified 
area (BFL) falls within the 
approaches to Mumbai Port. In 
the absence of any copy of the 
alleged chart retied upon by the 
MBPT the allegations made in 
teat respects are not admitted. 
However, it is correct teat BFL is 
covered by VTMS (^)erationat 
zone. 


IIL Has admitted that the 
Bi^ area is covered by 
VTMS operations. Further, 
the barges carrying the 
goods belonging to IIL have 
to pass through the BFL 
area to reach Dharamtar 
port and hence availed of 
the VTMS facility provided 
by MBPT. The chart 
referred in the said 
paragraph has been 
forward^ to IIL 
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VTMS operational zone and 
veaaela bound for this area do 
avail for the aasistance Mumbai 
VTMS center. 



(xxiii). 

The Central Government has by 
a Gazette Notification dated 28 
May 1982 declared the limits of 
the Port of Mumbai. (The said 
limits were revised and increased 
by a Gazette Notification dated 
26*'^ October, 2006). 

The IIL craves leave to refer to 
its reply in Para xiii herein above. 
The contents of the same may 
be read as part of this para as 
the same are not repeated here 
for the sake of brevity and to 
avoid repetition. It is further 
submitted that even after the said 
notification dated 26.10.2006 the 
BFL did not become part of limits 
of Port of Mumbai. 

The para does not merit any 
reply as the same has been 
dealt with hereinabove. 

(xxiv). 

(a). The Barges which 
lo^unioad cargo to/from 
vessels which anchor at 
Dharamtar Customs Notified 
area do call up the VTMS centre 
so as to give their position, 
expected time of entering the 
Mumbai Port Limits and the 
traffic in the area at that time. 
The barges while going to or 
from Dharamtar Customs 

Notified Area passes from the 
Mumbai Port limit and avail of 
navigational aids. 

MBPT collects Anchorage/ 
Berthing/ Light charges as port 
dues for actual services at BFL & 
inside Mumbai Port to which IIL 
are not liable to pay the port 
related charges. The VTMS 
services are also part of port 
services and are therefore part of 
port dues. Therefore, the 

allegations of MBPT that 
services towards navigational 
and VTMS are availed by IIL is of 
no significance since IIL is 
paying port dues even for the 
vessels which are anchored at 
BFL. As far as lighterage charge 
are concerned, no services are 
provided by MBPT to IIL at BFL 
and also BFL area is not within 
the territorial Jurisdiction of 
MBPT. Therefore, MBPT has no 
right or jurisdiction to levy 
lighterage charges on IIL for its 
liahteraqe operation at BFL. 

It is denied that IIL is not 
liable to pay lighterage 
charges in view of their 
paying port dues as falsely 
contended by IIL. It is 
denied that BFL area is not 
within the territorial 

jurisdiction of MBPT. It is 
denied that MBPT has no 
right or jurisdiction to levy 
lighterage charges on IIL for 
its lighterage operations at 
BFL 


(b). The aforesaid demonstrates 
that the IIL avails of and uses 
MBPTs Infrastructure. The 

MBPT render port and navigation 
aids for the operations and the 
barges transit torough the port 
approaches. During tiie transit of 
the barges various anchorage 
points are required to be kept 
vacant for the barges to pass 
through. 

It is denied that during the transit 
of the barges various 
anchorages points are required 
to be kept vacant for the barges 
to pass through. On the contrary 
the fact is that no anchorage is 
kept vacant for barges and 
barges are required to stay clear 
and pass through at a safe 
distance from vessels at MBPT 
anchorage even at the cost of 
taking a longer routes, if 
required. 

It is denied that no 
anchorages are kept vacant 
for barges of IIL as alleged 
by IIL 

(xxv). 

In the above premises MBPT is 
entitled to levy lighterage 
charges under the provisions of 
the MPT Act. 

Submissions of MBPT are 
absolutely incorrect and denied. 
MBPT has no jurisdiction or right 
to levy lighterage charges at 
BFL. 

It is denied that MBPT h^^ 
no jurisdiction or right to Igyy 
lighterage charges at BFL. 

(xxvi). 

(a). Section 48 deals with scales 
of rates for services performed 
by the Board or any other person 
at or in relation to the port or port 
approaches. The same includes 
transshipping of goods between 
vessels in the port or port 
approaches. Landing and 

shippir»g of goods from such 
vessel to or from any wharf, 
ouav. iettv, pier, dock, berth etc. 

Submissions of MBPT are 
merely in narration of the scope 
of various provisions of MPT Act 
which does not entitle MBPT to 
collect port related dtarges from 
IIL 

It is denied that provisions of 
MPT Act do not entitle 
MBPT to collect port related 
charges from IIL. 
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in the potsattion of the Board or 
at any place within the limits of 
the port or port approaches 


(b). Section 49 deals with the 
scale of rates to be fixed by the 
Board for use of the property 
belonging to the Board at any 
place within the limits of the port 
or the port aDoroaches 


(c). The aforesaid provisions of 
the MPT Act demonstrate that 
MBPT have the powers under 
the MPT Act to levy charges for 
use of port and port approaches. 


IIL required to seek permission 
of MBPT for carrying out 
operations in the said area. IIL 
sought permission vide its letter 
dated 25"’ November, 1993. 
Permission was granted by 
MBPT subject to payment of 
charges which Ispat Industries 
Ltd, agreed to. 


(a). Provisions for levy of fees 
under an Act or Rules cannot be 
challenged on ground that there 
Is no reasonable relationship 
between levy of fee arrd services 
rendered to the entire Industry. 
The Hon’ble Supreme Court 
while dealing with fees levied by 
the Textile Committee observed 



“When the entire proceeds of the 
fee are utilized in financing the 
various projects undertaken by 
the Textiles Committee, as also 
the inspection of all textiles 
including manmade fibers and 
textile machinery, the appellants 
cannot be heard to say that thera 
Is no reasonable and sufficient 
correlation between the levy of 
the fee and the services 
rendered.” 


(b). A direct or special benefit of 
services is not necessary. 
General benefit is enough to 
justify levy of a fee. 


(c). There is no need for 
fastidious balancing of cost of 
services rendered with fees 
collected. The Hon'ble Supreme 
Court has held that 

“it is thus well settled by 
numerous recent decisions of 
this Court that the traditional 
concept In a fee of quid pro quo 
is undergoing a transformation 
and that though the fee must 
have relation to the services 
rendered, or the advantages 
conferred, such relation need not 
be direct, a mere casual relation 


Subhiissions of MBPT are wrong 
and denied. It is absolutely 
incorrect that MBPT has any 
jurisdiction or power to levy 
charges as alleged. The MPT 
Act does not empower the MBPT 
to levy lighterage charges at 
BFL 


Submissions of MBPT are not 
admitted as stated. It is denied 
that IIL agreed to levy of cargo 
related charges at BFL' as 
alleged by MBPT. 


It is incorrect that the provisions 
for levy of fee cannot be 
challenged as alleged. The 
judgment referred by MBPT 
without giving citations thereof. Is 
unrelated to facts & 
circumstances of the present 
case and therefore cannot be 
treated as a precedent having 
binding force of law over this 
Authority. More over any act of 
the statutory body can always be 
challenged if 4he same is 
arbitrary, biased, and in 
colourable exercise of its powers. 
The MBPT acted unfairiy and in 
a biased manner in treating IIL 
differently from other bulk users 
like Reliance, from whom it was 
not charging such charges in the 
similar circumstances. 


It is denied that MBPT does 
not have Jurisdiction or 
power to levy charges. It is 
denied that the MPT Act 
does not empower the 
MBPT to levy lighterage 
charges at BFL. 


It is an admitted position that 
ML did agree to pay/ paid 
initially to MBPT cargo 
related charges in respect of 
the lighterage operations 
carried on by IIL at the BFL 
area. Further, MBPT does 
not admit the denials made 
therein bv IIL. 


It is denied that the act of 
MBPT in levying lighterage 
charges is arbitrary or 
biased or colourable 
exercise of its povfer as 
alleged. It Is denied that 
MBPT has acted unfairiy or 
in a biased manner in 
treating IIL differently from 
other bulk user as alleged. 
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may be enough. It is not 
neoesaary to eatabliah that those 
who pay the fee must receive 
direct benefit of the services 
rendered for which the foe is 
being paid. If one who is liable to 
pay, receives general benefit 
from the authority levying the fee, 
the element of service required 
for collecting foe is satisfied. It is 
not necessary that the person 
liable to pay must receive some 
special benefit or advantage for 
oavment of the fee.” 


(d). The Hon'ble Supreme Court 
further held that the power of any 
legislature to levy a fee is 
conditioned by the fact that it 
must be ”by and large” a quid pro 
quo for the services rendered. 
However, correlation between 
the levy and the services 
rendered or expected is one of 
general character and not of 
mathematical exactitude. All that 
is necessary is that there should 
be a "reasonable relationship" 
between the levy of the foe and 
the services rendered. 


(e). In the premises, TAMP may 
consider that MBPT were entitled 
to levy lighterage charges under 
the orovisions of the MPT Act._ 


(a). There was a valid and legally 
binding contract between the 
parties. IIL vide its letter dated 
25*^ November 1993 requested 
for permission for lighterage 
operation of their vessels at the 
port approaches also. MBPT 
granted permission for the same 
on payment of charges of ?15 
per tonne of foroughput. The 
said lighterage operations 
included making/erecting/fixing of 
pier at the Port 
approaches/within the Port limits. 
IIL. accepted the terms and 
conditions proposed by M/s. 
MBPT. 


(b). In view of MBPT accepting 
the request of I spat Industries 
Ltd. and Ispat Industries Ltd. 
accepting the terms and 
conditions laid down by MBPT by 
making payment, a valid and 
legally binding contract came into 
existence between the parties. 


(c). A person knowingly 
accepting benefits of a contract 
is stopped from denying binding 
effect of such a contract. 


The impugned order dated 2 
June 1999 was passed by TAMP 
in violation of the principles of 
natural justice. It resulted in 
rejecting a oonciuded contract 
wherein the 



MBPT has no jurisdiction or right 
to levy lighterage charges under 
the provisions of MPT Act, 


It is denied that MBPT has 
no jurisdiction or right to levy 
lighterage charges under the 
orovisions of MPT Act. 


It is denied that there was a legal 
and valid contract befereen the 
parties as aileged by MBPT. It is 
also denied that IIL aooaptad the 
terms & conditions proposed by 
MBPT. There cannot be any 
estoppel, as alleged by MBPT, 
against IIL There can be no 
estoppel against law and MBPT 
cannot levy, recover and be 
entitled to charges for lighterage 
operations in areas which are 
beyortd its territorial limits. 


There is a legal and valid 
contract between IIL and 
MBPT for levy of lighterage 
charges. It is also an 
admitted fact that IIL 
accepted the terms and 
conditions proposed by 
MBPT. As there is a binding 
contract between the parties 
the principles of es^pel 
would apply and IIL is not 
entitled to deny its 
contention to pay the said 
charges. MB(^ further do 
not admit the denials made 
therein by IIL. 


It is not admitted that the order 
dated 2'^ June 1999 passed by 
this Authorities was in violation of 
principles of natural justice or it 
rejected an otherwise concluded 
contract as alleged. 


MBPT repeats and reiterates 
what is stated in its 
supplemental written 

submission and does not 
admit the contention of IIL 
which are incorrsistent with 
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»n8lderatlon as required under 


jr contrary to the same. 

I 1 

(xxxl). 1 

1 

rhe Govemnient of India has 
lotified extension of Mumbai port 1 
imits vide notification no. 5221 
jated 26.10.2006. By this 

extension of port limit part of the 
Brea where lighterage operations 
were taking place have bwn 
nduded In the revised port limit. 

Even after the Gazette 
Notification dated 26.10.20^ 
which extended the tenltoria! 
imits of port of Mumbai, by Its 
3 vvn admission (though not 
admitted), only a part of BFL was 
wrought within the territorial limits 
of Port of Murnbal. This will only 
mean that prior to 26.10.2006, 
BFL was not within the territorial 
limit of Port of Bombay and even 
today only a part “Still undefir^ed 
by MBPr has been brought 
within the territorial limits of the 
port of Mumbai. 

Thus, by its own pleadings 
MBPT admits the stand of ML 
that at the relevant timw, BFL 
was not within the territorial limits 
of DOrt of Mumbai. 

t is denied that prior to 
26.10.2006, BFL area was 
not within the port limits or 
x)rt approaches m 

contended by IIL. In this 
regard, it needs to be 
mentioned that strictly 
speaking, the BFL point 
even as the earlier port limits 
of Mumbai Port (i.e. prior to 
26 . 10 . 2006 ) and as may be 
seen from the said Admiralty 
chart, fomned part of the port 
limits. 

(xxmI). 

In TAMP’s order dated 
02.06.1099, it has been 
observed that a rate of T15/- per 
ton is justifiable and approval of 
rates suffers a curable legal 

The IIL craves leave of tne 
Authority to refer and rely on 
order dated 2.6.1999 for its true 
scope and import as and when 
required. 


(xxxiii). 

TAMP is requested to consiaer 
our earlier submissions and 
documents in this case and the 
above supplementation which 
includes > 

(a) . Tariff may be fixed for area 
outside the Port limit, but on Port 
approaches under MPT Act, 
1963. 

(b) . There ewsts a concluded 
contract with IIL and concU^ 
contract with other similarly 
placed entities by way of 
conduct. 

(c) . These contracts meet the 
essential ingredients under 
Indian Contract Act, 1872, such 
as offer, acceptance and 
consideration etc. 

(d) . The rate of ^15/» per Tonne 
was of 1994 and the same rate is 
being retained even after 15 
years. Hence also thfi 
reasonability of the rates is 
justified. 

(e) . TAMP itself had stated 
repeatedly that the rate of ?15/- 
is juj>^fied and the issue is limited 
to jurisdiction. 

(f) . The operations at BFL d< 
take place at areas within Pot 
Limit and at Port aj^roaches 
Hence, the fact of concluder 

Submissions of MBPT are wrong 
and denied. 

Further- 

The contents or me saiu 
paragraph are bare denials 
of what is stated in the 
submissions filed by MBPT 
and the said denials are .not 
admitted. 

(a). It is denied that any taritr can 
be fixed for area outside the port 
limit but on port approaches 
under MPT Act. It is submitted 
that such submission, bas^ on 
alleged usage of a particular 
area as approach to Port cannot 
ovemde— specific statutory 

provisions which explicitly 
provide that only those rivers and 
navigable channels can be 
treated as approaches to Port to 
which Indian Ports Act applies. 
There is no ambiguity in 
q^erstanding SecUon 2(r) of 
MPT Ad. Therefore, there is no 
scope for any interpretation as 
suggested by MBPT. 

(b). It is denied foat there ever 
existed a concluded contract 
between MBPT & IIL as alleged. 
None of the conditions regardins 
offer & acceptance, meeting o1 
mind and free will by IIL was met 
Therefore, there could neve 
ewst any concluded contrac 
between MBPT & IIL. The entir* 
argumed is based on incorrec 
) surmises and deserves n< 
t further consideration. 

■i I it is denied that the rate o 

Save and except whM is 
expressly admitted 

hereunder by MBPT, each 
and every all^ation/ 

contention of IIL which are 
inconsistent with or contrary 
to the submissions/ proposal 
of MBPT and what is 
contended hereinabove by 
MBPT be deemed to have 
been traversed specifically 
and denied in toto. 

t 

t 

) 

f____ 
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5' ^16 / Ton levied in 1994 is I : 

• raasohable and justified. It is 
submitted that the same it 
arbitrary, biased and In 
il colourable exercise of Its powers 
by MBPT. 

0 (rf)- It is denied that the 
9 operations at BFL takes place 
It within the port limits f port 
) approaches as alleged by MBPT. 

(e). ft II denied that Principle of 
Natural Justice requires to be 
followed while applying 
substantive statutory provisidns 

a h It Is submitted that 
pies of natural Justice must 
be followed in favour of all the 
parties In the matters of practice 
and procedure. 

(0- The MBPT has itself admitted 
that BFL, at relevant times was 
never within the tenMai limits 
of port of Mumbai. The 
allegations regarding concluded J 
contract and the BFL being 
within the limits of port of 
Mumbai deserves no 
consideration 

(g). Both the Resolutions No.TR 
123 dated 8.3.1904 and 
Resolution No.50 dated 
24.2,1908 upon which the 
alleged demand has been made 
by MBPT did not and do not 
have sanction of Central Govt 
and also tha same have not 
been officially gazetted as 
mandatortly raqulrad under 
fySwi M O' Mjler Port Tnirt 
Act 1983 prior to amendment. 

More so, the said section by an 
amended act 18 of 1997 has 
been omitted and the authority 
watt with Tariff Authority for 
Major Port since 25.03.1907. In 
viaw of above reason, the 
demand letter dated 9.11,1998 Is 
fit to be quashed. 

•*»wa, action of 
MBPT dalmlngf demanding port 
related charges Is even I 
otherwise illegal, void and 

10 pnrjciple of fair play. In the premises, MBPT 
equality and natural justice. prays that 


(i). It is, therefore, prayed that the 
Authority may be graciously 
pleased to reject the demand of 
Tariff/ levy of 715/Ton of cargo 
related charges at BFL by MBPT 
made in its supplemental written 
submissions as the same I 
deserves no consideration and I 


(i). The Hon’ble Authority 
may be pleased to reject the 
objections of IIL against the 
claim of MBPT for recovery 
of the aforementioned 
charges from IIL in respect 
of lighterage operations 
carried on by IIL at BFL area 


II <1 <tt tl 
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and for transit of cargo 
within the port limits of 
Mumbai Port in terms of 
Resolution No. 123 dated : 
e.3.1993 passed by M8PT 
and 

(ii). Approve the proposal 
dated 10.2.1998 (for 
lighterage dues on cargo 
unloaded from/ loaded into 
the vessels anchored within 
the port approaches of 
Mumbai Port) which is 
submitted by MBPT for 
sDOfoval of TAMP. _ 

5 , 3 . The ML responded with its Sur-rejoinder dated 9 August 2010 to the rejoinder of 

MBPT stating that the rejoinder of MBPT sets out certain new facts and submissions for the first 
time. The ML in its sur-rejoInder has stated that the denials made in the paragraphs of the 
rejoinder of MBPT are false to the knowledge of MBPT and stated that IIL repeats, confirms and 
reiterates what is stated in Its sur-rejoinder and denied all allegations which are Inconsistent and / 
or contrary to what Is stated thereon. It has prayed to reject the proposal of MBPT and dlmd 
MBPT to refund the amount paid by III under protest together with Interest at such rate as this 
Authority may deem fit. 


may be oismisaea wnn coai. ii is 
requested that the prayer made 
by IIL herein before in its earlier 
pleadings may be allowed and 
levy of charges by MBPT being 
untenable and destitute of law 
may kindly be quashed and frM 
MBPT be directed to refund the 
amount with interest paid by IIL 
under protest. 


5 4 A comparativa position of other submissions made by lIL in its reply to the 

updated proposal of MBPT and the rejoinder of MBPT to the submissions of IIL is given below. 


8r. 

No. 

Odieraubmleaione made by IIL in He 
reply to the updated proposal of 

MBPT 

Rejoinder of MBPT to the submissions of IIL 

■ 

(i). 

(a) Ill's material arrives by ships 
(Mother Vessels) which are anchored 
beyoTKl Bombay Floating Lights (BFL) 
outside the territoiial limits and 
jurisdiction of MBPT. The cargo is thus 
transshipped from mother vessel to 
barges arfo the said barges with the Hi's 
cargo proceed to Oharamtar Jetty and 
pass through natural water foiling wthin 
the terrltoflal limits of MBPT due to its 
geographical position but such position 
does not entitle MBPT to charge IIL for 
cargo related charges for the simple 
reason that their limit is not used for 
transshipping the cargoes / vessels and 
in any event no services are provided 
by the MBPT, 

The contention of the IIL to the effect that its vessels are 
anchored beyond BFL area and outside (he territorial limits 
and jurisdiction of MBPT and that MBPT is seeking to levy 
charges In respect of lighterage operations which fall 
beyond BFL area is misleading. As per the Notification 
issued by the Customs Authority dated 3 October 1994, IIL 
is required to anchor its mother vessel for lighterage 
operatiorts only at the said BFL area. BFL area at Bombay 
High Sea, is having a radius of 4 miles and limits which is 
the only approved place for IIL to anchor its mother vessels 
for lighterage operations. As of now, substantial portion of 
the BFL area foils within the port [jmits of Mumbai Port. 

It is. therefore, dear that vesa^ of IIL, as par the said 
Notification, for the ‘ purpose of the said lighterage 
operations, are supposed to be anchored at BFL area only. 
Even the available contemporary records maintained by 
MBPT in respect of ancJroring of mother vessels of IIL at the 
BFL area for the purpose of said lighterage operations also 
belie the said contention of IIL. It is also noteworthy that, it 
is admitted by IIL that' the cargo is transshipped from the 
mother vessel to baiges'and such barges pass through the 
territorial limito of MBPT. The services provided by MBPT to 
the barges of IIL indud(ng VTMS services in relation to the 
areas falling within th^ llnaits or Hated in detail in the 
^plication filed by MBW. Vvithout the said VTMS service, 
it would be very difficult for the barges to navigate. The 
VTMS services provided by MBPT monitored the entire 
traffic within the operational zone, advice the vessel about 
the traffic and also necessary actions to be taken in case of 
dose proximity with other vessels. MBPT renders port and 
navigational aids for the operations of barges which transit 
through the port limits of MBPT. During the transit of 
barges, various anchorage points are required to be kept 
vacant for the barges to pass through and the same is done 
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by MBPT. These tacts dearly dernonetrate that it would not 
be possible for the barges of IIL to negotiate/ navigali 
through the port appfoar^ without the aeeistanGe of «id 
availing of sarvlooe provided by the MBPT. The contention 
of IIL that the limit of MBPT is not used for transshipping the 
cargo/ veseele and that no servicee are provided )^ MBPT 
is totally inoorrect and same is denied. 


1 

1 

(b). If at all III hava paid the port arid 
vaaaal ralatad chargaa those have 
been paid under protest and we have 
been persistently foilowing up for refund 
of the d^^itsd amount of 
f 3,14,02,857/-. However, our demand 
for ipsfund of th* above amount would 
be subject to the order of TAMP. It Is 
reasserted that III are not liable to pay 
car(^ related chargM outside operation 
as demanded by MBPT till 29.09.1998. 
Prior to 29.09.1996 MBPT vide their 
letter dated 5.6.1998 required IIL to 
fbmish details of die cargo handled at 
Bombay Roating Ughts (BFL) which 
were submitted to show ^lat their 
demand tails outside of their operation. 
IIL has already challenged the legality 
and validity of authority to charge cargo 
related charges in respect of inside and 
outside operation and its 

reasonablenMS of rates / charges as 
per their demand which are legally 
unjustified, untenable and still denied 
and disputed. 

« 

/ 

/ 

t 

0 

1 

r * 

/ } 1 

The contention of IIL that the port and vessel related 
charges have been paid under protest ie false and 
misleading arxl tf>e same Is denied. The available materials 
on record Including the following rectxds completely talsify 
the said contention of ML. 

(1). Application/letter dated 25.11.1 {*93 by ML to MBPT 
seeking permission for the said lighterage operations at the 
BFL area. 

(il). Resolution dated 6.3.1994 of MBPT granting the said 
permission for transit of cargo (forming part of the said 
lighterage operations) through Mumbai Port limits on 
payment of all inclusive charges of T 1V- per tonne. 

(Hi), letter (rf MBPT dated 15.10.1994 making it dear that IIL 
would be liable to pay the said charges. 

(iv). ML’S letter dated 24.10.1994 whereunder IIL made initial 
payment of T5,00,000 towards the isid charges while 
seeking permission of MBPT. 

From the above said tacts, it is dear that 

(i) . there was a conduded contract between MBPT and IIL 
whereunder ML agreed for payment of charges at T15/- per 
tonne for transit of barges laden witii cargo forming part of 
the said lighterage operations through the port limits of 
Mumbai Port. 

(ii) . ML initially paid the said charges at T15/- without any 
protest. 

In the drcumstanoes, ML Is bound and liable to pay the said 
charges to MBPT at T15/- per tonne. 

The MBPT had vkje its letter dated 5.6.1998 called upon IIL 
to furnish details of cargo handled at BFL for the purpose of 
calculating charges to be levied. However, the said letter 
seeking detaHs of cargo handled at BFL cannot be 
construed to be a demand made by MBPT in respect of 
operations not tailing within the authority of MBPT. It is 
fur^er denied that ttie demand made by the MBPT is 
unjustified or untenable as alleged. There was a binding 
contract between the MBPT and IIL. The IIL has agreed to 
the terms and conditions stipulated by the MBPT by making 
payments as agreed. Since the above said transactions 
form part (tf a valid «id binding contract between the ML and 
MBPT, the IIL is bound and liable to honour the contractual 
obligations and pay the said charges to MBPT. 

TAMP would have no jurisdiction to enquire into tfie validity 
of the said contract between MBPT and IIL and/or mutual 
obligations of parties under the said contract. The TAMP 
has power to for Scale of Rates and terms and conditions in 
relation to the services specified under the provteions of 
Sections 48 smd 49 and the said sections do not confer any 
power upon TAMP (a) to fix such general scale of rates and 
conditions retrospectively (b) to re-open or discontinue the 
contractual arrangements entered into by MBPT witii third 
parties in exercise of MBPT’s powers under Sections 33 of 
the MPT Act read with section 46 of the said Act. if such 
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contraoto have been entered wHh prior to the conaWulioo M 
TAMP md/or prior to fixing of ar^ genaraliaGala toNtelea 
covering foe oonoamtd aotfvitv covarad by such ooalract. 


(c), The^tmai^ 0.11.1996 

which It ifindar ehatong* It illegal, 
Invalid, void ab InitlQ and ultra vinja of 
Major Port Tnittt Act, 1963. The 
retoiution No. TR 123 <lated 6.3.1994 
and No.50 dated 24.2.1996 are alto 
Illegal, invalid and void and ultra virut of 
Major Port Tfutit Act, 1963 and without 
authority of law. It It further aubmitted 
that the <temand of wgo related 
ctergea at the rate of t15 / M. Ton of 
cargo It alto without the authority and 
G^Kfipetence of MBPT. The fixation of 
cargo related chargee it within the 
domain of authority of Tariff Authority 
for Major Porto and not the MBPT. 
ITierefore, the impugned demand by 
MBPT it beyond the hiriadiction of 
MBPT and totally untamable, norv 
payable and illegai in view of the reason 
that the rate demarKied and still 
proposed at the rate of ?15/- per MT is 
arbitrary and hM been fixed wifoout any 
guide lines and basis. 

H to danted1hat1h» damand tetter dated 9.tl.19ll teauad 
by MBPT to Wagal or invalid or void ab initio or uflra dfus of 
the provteions of MPT Act, 1963. K te danted that the 
Reaolution No. 123 dated 6.3.1994 and Raaotutten No.50 
dated 24.2.1996 are Htegal or invalid or ultra vinte orwilhout 
authority of law. It Is dented that the damand of cargo 
lalated charges at T 15/-par metric tonna of cargo is wifoout 
aufoority of law. It is denied that the damand by MBPT Is 
beyond the jurtodiction of MBPT or untenabte or non> 
payabte or illegal as aUagad. The contention of fti that foe 
rate of tflSf- parmataic torfos Is arbibary or hasdasn fixed 
without any guidaHnes or baste as afiaged is without merit or 
substance. 


(d). Both foe Resolutions No. TR 123 
dated 8-3-1994 and Resolution No.50 
dated 24.2.1998 upon vfoich the 
alieged demand has been made by 
MBPT did not and do not have sanction 
of Central Govt and also the same have 
not been offidally gazetted as 

mandatorily required under Section 52 
of Major Port Trust Act 1963 prior to its 
cxnendment. More so, foe said section 
by an amended Act 15 of 1997 has 
been omitted and the authority vests 
with Tariff Authority for Major Port sinc» 
25.03.1997. The said Resolutions are 
ultra virus of foe provisions of the Major 
Port Trust Act 1963. Above being the 
statutory position, MBPT should not 
have rais^ demand for port related 
charges which is even otherwise not 
tenable and payable. 

The oontention of foe IIL that the Resolutions No. 123 of 
1994 and 50 of 1998 cHd not (lava tite smction of^Qsntral 
Government or was rxri offidally gazetted te wHhotri any 
merit or substance for foe reason that fo law, pai^utariy in 
the light of Sections 46 and 33 of MPT Act the said 
Resolution neither require sanction of Centrte Government 
nor the same are required to be published fo offidal gazette. 

It is fijrther denied foat tiw said Resolutions «e iritra wrus of 
the provisions of’MPT Act, 1963. It Is denied foSt MBPT 
cannot and should not have raised the demarto «Klf or foat 
the same Is not tenable or payable as dieged by IIL. 

(ii). 

Fees are generally defined as a charge 
for special services rendered to 
individual by some Government agency. 
The amount of fee levi^ is supposed to 
be based on the expenses incurred by 
the Government. Under Secticm 48 of 
foe Major Port Trust Act, 1963, scale of 
rates need to be framed for the services 
specifically mentioned in subsections 
(a) to (e). Any fee levied requires a 
specific service. It is an admitted 
position that no services are provided 
by the.Mumbai Port when foe discharge 
takes place from the mother ^.vessel. 
Therefore, firstly how the sum of ?15 is 
assessed and secondly, fee charged 
has no nexus to services provided and 
therefore it is tax and without any 
jurisdiction. Under Section 49 rates are 
fixed for the purpose mentioned in 
subsection (a) to (d). vrhich does not 

The contention of ML foat there should be e direcHtenefit of 
foe swvices rmdered is false, misconceived and irmlevant. 
As per the law of the land, though fees muM have some 
broad relation to foe services rendered or the advanteges 
conferred, such relation need not be direct and a broad 
r^atlon is mough. It is rxA necessary to establiah that foose 
who pay the fee must receive direct benefit of foe services 
rnxtered for which the fee is being paid. If one who is liable 
to pay fee, reoeives general benefit fnxn foeiJRtfoority 
levying the fee, foe etonnent of service required forctolecting 
fee is satisfied. It Is not necessary tl»t the peteonifiable to 
pay must receive some special benefit or advantage for 
payment of the fee. Theinterpiatationeoughtrto tse'otven by 
IIL to foe judgments of the Hon’ble SupremeiCoifftfaptMted 
in AIR SC 1954 282 and 1985 (SUPP) SCC 476 ie inoorrect. 

In the present case in any event, in the light of foe said 
contract between MBPT and ML, ML is not entitled to (tony Its 
obligation to pay foe said dwges to MBPT. Further, in view 
of foe above legal poeition, ML is not entitled to assail 

foe proposal in respect of lighterage chargee submitted by 
MBPT to TAMP for its approval. 
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apply in this ctM. " ' -- 

Tha Full Banch of Supreme Court in, 

The Commlaeioner, Hindu religioue 
Endowniente, Madrae va. Sri. 

Lakahmindra Thirtha Swamiar of Shri. 

Shlrur Math (AIR SC 1954 262) 
intaralia, obaaivad that: 

* Tha diatinction between tax and fee 
liaa primarily in tha fact that a tax is 
lavlad aa a part of tha common burden, 
whHa faa la a payment for a special 
benefit or privilega. Fees confer a 
epadal capacity, although the special 
advantage, as for example in the case 
of registration fees for documents or a 
marrlaga licanae ie secondary to the 
primary motiva of regulation in the 
public interest. 

* If as we hold, a fee is r^arded as a 
sort of return or consideration for 
earvioes rendered, K is absolutely 
necessary that tha levy of fees should 
be on the foce of the legislative 
provision, be correlated to the expenses 
incurred by the govemnrtent in providing 
the services. 

* Giving the illustration of license fees 
for motor vehicle, costs incurred by the 
Government In maintaining an office or 
bureau for the granting of license may 
be small and amount of imposition that 
is levied is based realty not on costs 
incurred by the Government but upon 
the benefit that individual receives, in 
such cases, the tax element is 
predominant if the money paid by the 
license holder goes for upkeep of roads 
and other matters of general public 
utility, the license fee cannot be 
regarded as tax. See also AIR 1980 SC 
1008 

* The Supreme Court in the decision 
of ITC Vr State of Karnataka (1985 
(Supp) see 476] has elaborately dealt 
with the issue, holding however, in the 
fevour of an increased levy, wherein it 
interalia observed that: 

* There should be a relationship 
between the i^rvi'ces and fee; 

* That the relationship is reasonable 

cannot established with 

mathematical exactitude in the sense, 
that both the sides must be equally 
balanced; 

* That is course of rendering such 
services to the payer of fees, if some 
other benefit accrue or arise to others, 
quid pro quo is not destroyed; 

* Primarily object and essential _ 


I .imii^l 
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purpose of the imposition should be 
looked into; 

* The same argument will also apply 
to charge of Rs.15/- per M.Ton as 
'Composite' cargo related charges 
since no service is provided to the 
cargo. . . . 


5 . 5 . The ItL In its sur-rejoinder to the rejoinder of MBPT has denied all allegations 
which are inconsistent and / or contrary to what is stated in Its replies. It has also reiterated that 
BFL area does not fall under the port list. It has further contended that MBPT cannot levy any 
charge for lighterage operations at highsea. It has also stated that payments were made under 
protest and subject to the decision of this Authority, since it was forced to make payment to the 
MBPT to avoid the threatened action of stoppage of their barges from navigating through the port 
territory. It has also again denied that there Is any contract between IIL and MBPT for making the 
payment at T15 per tonne or at any other rate. It has contended that this Authority has jurisdiction 
to decide the dispute and / or to consider the MBPT's proposal and also the legality^and^alidity of 
Resolution No, 123 of 1994 and 60 of 1998. According to IIL, there is no contract as per Section 33 
of the MPT Act. 

5.6, The MBPT has made some general submissions In Its rejoinder, which are 
summarized below; 

(i). The attempt on the part of the IIL in its reply to assail entitlement of MBPT to levy 
lighterage charges folse and misconceived. The below mentioned facts would prove 
entitlement of MBPT to recover Its charges from ispat in terms of Resolution No. 123 
dated 6.3.1994 

(a) . The ILL after having entered into a legally binding contract with MBPT in the 

year 1994 to carry oh the lighterage operations in the BFL area and 
thereafter transit its barges laden with transhipped cargo through Mumbai 
Port limits on the condition of payment of charges $ T15/- per ton, cannot 
deny Its liability to pay the said lighterage dues to MBPT. 

(b) . The lighterage operations carried out by the ILL at the BFL area (which is a 

port approach) Involves transit of cargo laden on Ispat's barges which pass 
through Port limits of Mumbai Port and for reaching Dharmatar and such 
transit of cango cannot be equated with innocent passage of vessels. But for 
the lighterage operations at BFL area and transit of cargo through port water 
limits of Mumbai Port for reaching to Dharmatar, the said cargo had to be 
unloaded by IIL at Mumbai Port In which case, the MBPT would have been 
entitled to charge Berth hire, which are higher than charges of Rs.15/- per 
ton sought to be recovered by MBPT from IIL for giving permission to the 
barges/ vessels of IIL laden with said cargo forming part of the said 
lighterage operations at BFL, to pass through the Port limits of MBPT and for 
rendering VTMS and navigation facilities to such barges/ vessels. 

(c) . In the light of the provisions of sections 33 and 46 of the Major Port Trusts 

Act, 1963 also, the MBPT was/ Is well within its legal authortty to enter into 
the said contract with IIL. 

(d) The said Sections 46 and 33 of the MPT Act operate in a field Independent 
of the field occupied by Section 46,49 read with sections 42 and 47A of the 
MPT Act. The authority oonforred upon MBPT by virtue of the said Sections 
46 and 33 of the said Major Port Trusts Act. 196^ Is neither affected nor 
controlled by the provisions of the said Sections 48, 49, 42 and 47A of the 
said Act. 

(e) . The lighterage operations carried out by IIL at the BFL area Involves user/ 

placing of geared vessels and barges which amounts to erection of a pier as 
contemplated under section 2 (p) of the said MPT Act read with section 46 of 
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the said Act at the port approaches of the Mumbai Port. Under Sectio»46 of 
the said Act, IIL can erect such pier at BFL area which is a port approach 
and now also falls in port limits, only with the permission of MBPT and 
subject to such conditions as MBPT may Impose. The IIL has availed such 
permission from MBPT and MBPT gave such permission to IIL on condition 
of payment of lighterage charges at f 15A per ton. IIL acted under the said 
permission and has been taking benefit of the said permission. Therefore, 
under a valid and binding contract, IIL is bound and liable to pay the said 
charges to MBPT. The said lighterage operations carried out by IIL also 
involve: 


(a) transshipment of cargo at/ within the port approaches/ port limits 
of Mumbai Port and 

(b) transit of cargo laden on the barges of IIL through the port limits 
of port of Mumbai. 

For the said operations, a composite lighterage charges of ? 15/- per tonne 
under a binding contract is being levied by MBPT upon IIL. 

(f) . Unless and until the above said general scale of rates is framed by TAMP in 

respect of such lighterage operations carried out at the said BFL area/ port 
approaches and for transit of cargo through MBPT port limits, TAMP cannot 
disturb the entitlement of MBPT (under the contractual arrangement with IIL) 
to recover the said lighterage dues of f 16/- as a consideration for the 
permission given by MBPT to IIL to transit the cargo (which forms part of the 
said lighterage operations carried out by liL at the said BFL area) through 
the port limits of MBPT. 

(g) . Without making payment of the said charges at ^ 15/- per ton as per the 

binding contract between MBPT and IIL, the IIL is not entitled to seekirig 
continuance of benefit of permission given by MBPT vide the said Resolution 
123 dated 8.3.1994 for its barges laden with cargo to transit through MBPT 
limits. 

(h) . Even otherwise, the claim of ? 15/- per ton in respect of the said operations 

by the IIL is justifiable, both in law and equity, on account of the loss of 
revenue opportunity by granting permission to ILL to carry out the said 
lighterage operations at the BFL area and to transit the concerned cargo on 
IIL barges through Mumbai Port water limits and also in view of the services 
rendered by the MBPT to IIL in relation to the concerned Ughterage 
operations and transport of cargo interalla in the form of VTMS facilities, 
navigation, etc. 

(i) . The refusal on the part of IIL to pay the said charges at 7 15 per ton is not 

legally sustainable even in the light of principle of promissory estof^l. 

(ii). The proposed lighterage charges dated 10.2.1998 as submitted by MBPT desenres 
to be approved by TAMP for the following reasons: 

(a). The BFL area, as evidenced by the Admiralty Charts (Maps) bearing 
Nos. 1487 and 2621 interalla showing India West Coast Inner Approaches to 
Mumbai (Bombay) undoubtedly forms part of Port approaches (channels) 
leading to Mumbai Port. Customarity, the said Admiralty charts, have been 
uniformly accepted by the Maritime community all over the world. Further, 
as per foe extended Hmits of Mumbai Port as notified by the Qovemn^rrt 
vide Notification No.5221 dated 26 October 2006, substantial portion of the 
said BFL area faiis within the port limits of Mumbai Port. Therefrfre vtevired 
from any angle, foe said BFL area (ds approved by Customs Aufoority) is a 
'Port Approache" of Mumbai Port as contemplated under section 2 (r) of 
MPT Act, 1963. 
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(b) . Th« lighterage operatione If permitted by MBPT for being cented oitt el the 

said BFL area, which according to MBPT Is a port approach, the concern^ 
transhipped cargo forming part of such said Hghtorage operations 
indisputably pass through the MBPT port limits. Therafora, the TAMP hea 
every right and jurisdiction to fix necessary scale of. rates towards 
opermions as contomjrfated under ttte said proposal dated 10.2.1996 
submitted byA^BPT. 

(c) . in case of such lighterage operations at Port approaches, the revenue low 

of MBPT on account of norHitflisatlon of MBPT port fKilities would be 
substantial. The contents of the Resolution No.123 dated 8 March 1994 
(Annexure Vli to the MBPT reply dated 18.12.2009 addressito to TAMP) 
whereunder permission was given by MBPT to IIL to transit Its barges 
through MBPT limits amplifies the submission of revenue loss of MBPT ^ 
shows that there is a valid, Justified and rationale basis for arriving at ttw saW 
rate of f 15/- per metric ton after taking Into account the revenue loss that 
would be caused to MBPT on account of such transshipment operations 
carried on by IIL at the BFL port approach/ port limits. Further, in respect of 
the said operations, MBPT. is required to’ render necessary VTMS fodlltles 
and navigations facilities to the concerned vessels/ barges which paM 
through the port limits/ port approaches of Mumbai Port Thus there is 
reasonable correlation between the drarges <rft 15/- per toinne sought to Ito 
levied by MBPT for such operations and revenue loss to which MBPT would 
be subjected to and also the cost of services which MBPT Is required to 
render to the concerned vessels/ barges by irwlntalnlng necemiy 
infrastructure. Therefore, viewed from any angle, the said proposai dated 
10.2.1198 for fixing of lighterage dues at ? 15/- per tonne is fair, correct 
proper, reasonable and deserves to be approved by T^P. 


5 7 summary of the counter made by IIL In its sur-rejoinder to the generri 

submissions of MBPT made in Its rejoinder is given below: 

(I). It is denied that the case set out by Ispat in its reply is misleading, or folte as 
falsely alleged. It is denied that MBPT Is entitled to recover charges from Ispat In 
terms of the Resolution No.123 dated 8.3.1994 in respect of transit of ^W 
laden with cargo forming part of lighterage operations carried on by Ispat BFL 
area as alleged, it Is denied that the proposal made by MBPT for incorpora^ii of 
lighterage dues ih scale of rates is justified or deserves to be approved by this 
Authority as alleged. 


‘ It is denied that the proposed lighterage, charges sought by MBPT 
approved by this Authority as alleged. It is denied that BFL area fails wthh the 
port limit of Mumbai Port as falsely alleged. It is denied that BFL area is a Port 
Approach’ of Mumbai Port, as contemplated under section 2 (r) ^the ^sjor Port 
Trusts Act. 1963 as alleged. It is denied that the Government Notification No.5221 
dated 26.10.2006 have besn enlarged/ extended the substantial portion of BFL 
area and falls within the port limits of Mumbai Port as alleged. It is denied that 
figure of ? 15/- PMT is arrived at a rational basis or is just as alleged. It is denied 
that MBPT is required to render necessary VTMS facilities or navigation facilities 
to the concerned vessels/ barges which passes through port limits/ port 
approaches of Mumbai Port as alleged. The levy of lighterage charges beyond 
the port limit is not only illegal but is also unjust and exorbitant. 


5.8. 


(i). 


n its Sur-rejoinder, the IIL has stated that the correct facts are as under: 

’he vessel loaded with Ispat cargo arrives and drops- anchor beyond BFL six 
niles outside the port limit of Mumbai Port. The Dharamtar Port has been 
lesignated by the Collector of Customs by Notification dated 3.10.1994 to be a 
)lace of unloading/ loading of Ispat cargo, the Dharamtar is a notified port under 
he Government of Maharashtra. The mother vessels/ barges and cargoes are 
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cleared by the Dharamtar Custom Authorities which are situated at the jetty of the 
Ispat and posted on cost recovery basis by Ispat. 

(li). In fair weather condition, mother vessels approach at the BFL which is outside 
Mumbai port limits. The cargo is transshipped from the mother vessels on the 
barges in midstream. After the cargo is discharged into barges they proceed to 
Dharamtar jetty. During its transit from the mother vessel to the Dharamtar jetty 
the said barges navigate through the Mumbai Port natural waters. The barges do 
not make use of the dredged channel but merely navigate in and out of the port 
water due to the shallow draft of the barges. Even though no facliities are'avalied 
by Its barges except for innocent passage, neveflheiess, the MBPT Authorities 
have been levying vessel related charges which include port dues and pilotage 
notwithstanding the fact that the barges do not make use of the harbour pilots or 
any other infrastructure. IIL were made to pay the said charges as they were 
threatened that their vessels would be stopped. The said payments, therefore 
are under protest and duress. ' 

(iii). MBPT In addition to vessel related charges impose a charge of ? 15 PMT towards 
cargo transiting charges” and “transshipment charges” even though the barges 
wre in no way using any of the port ^ciiities to warrant the charges being 
demanded by MBPT Authorities. These charges were not paid by IIL prior to 
November 1998 inspite of cargo operation carried on outside the Mumbai Port 
limits. During foul weather condition and mostly during the monsoon period, the 
mother vessels are anchored in Mumbai Ports water and discharge the cargo Into 
* anchorage charges as per MBPT 

1JDBT operahons. IIL is not using any of the other facilities of the port. 

MBPT started demanding from IIL further charges at the rate of If 15/- PMT for 
transshipment of the barges through the water falling in the territorial limit of 
Murnbai Port on their way to Dharamtar Port on the basis of a Resolution No. 123 
dated 8.3.1994. The Resolution No.123 dated 8.3.1994 is not valid or enforceable 
unless It is approved by the Central Government. Central Government has not 
approved the said Resolution No.123 dated 8.3.1994 nor the same has been 
published in the official gazette, IIL thereafter learnt that MBPT has passed a 
Resolution No.50 dated 24.02.1998. The said Resolution No.50 dated 24.02.1998 
has also not been approved and/ or sanctioned by the Central Government and 
neither has been published in the Government gazette and is thus neither valid 
enforceable or binding upon Ispat. 


! 


(IV). MBPT Authorities were threatening to stop the movement of their vessels if they 
rail to make the payment as demanded by the MBPT. They filed Writ Petition 
No.2291 of 1998 in the High Court, Bombay seeking appropriate reliefs. The 
Hobble High Court by Order dated 12 November 1998, 17 November 1998 and 
30 November 1998 were pleased to direct that the amounts paid by IIL shall be 
subjed to the final order passed by the Tariff Authority. The Hon’ble High Court 
by Order dated 9 February 2000 on Writ Petition No.2414 of 1999, Writ Petition 
» c/pleased to record that IIL was making payment at the rate of 
To/- PMT in respect of offloaded cargo. IIL has continued to pay the charges at 
the rate of T 6 PMT for offloading the cargo. 


5.9. 

hearing held 


A copy of the Sur-rejoinder filed by the IIL was supplied to the MBPT at the joint 
on 10 August 2010 and 11 August 2010. 


nrln »* c letter dated 1 December 2009 has stated that prima facie the 

fixation of T 15 PMT for cargo related charges against lighterage operations at BFL 
area outside port limits but on port approaches is not justified. 
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6.1. Based on the preliminary scrutiny of the proposal, MBPT was requested to furnish 

the following Information / clarifications. The MBPT has responded. The queries raised by us and 
the response of MBPT are tabulated below: 


8r. No. 

Queries raised bv us 

Response of MBPT 

(i). 

It has been stated by MBPT that the area 
where the vessels carry out lighterage 
operations of cargo meant for Ill’s 
captive Jetty at Ralgad falls within the port 
limit and approaches of Mumbai Port and 
the Custom Department has notified this 
area as the Dharamtar Customs Notified 
Area. MBPT to confirm that there exist 
certain areas in the Mumbai Harbour 
which overlaps the Dharamtar Customs 
Notified Area and the Mumbai Port 
Customs Notified Area. 

The Collector of Customs (Preventive) Bombay 
had issued notification dated 3 October 1994, 
wherein the place of loading / unloading of 
goods at specifled anchorage called BFL for an 
area covering 4 miles of radius has been 
notified. 

The BFL denotes Bombay Floating Light Area. 
By this notification the Customs Department 
has allowed loading and unloading operations 
at an area abetting the Mumbai Port limits. This 
area fails under the ‘approach* of Mumbai Port. 

(II). 

Section 2 (q) of the MPT Act, 1963, 
defines a port as any major port to which 
the Act applies within such limits as may 
be defined by the Central Government by 
notification in the Official Gazette. Section 

2 (r) ibid defines port approaches as 
those parts of the navigable rivers and 
channels leading to the port In which the 
Indian Ports Act is in force. Section (1) (2) 
read with Section 4 (1) (a) and Section 4 
(2) of the Indian Ports Act clearly 
sUpuiates that the Port approaches 
should be defined by the Government. 
The notification dated 28 May 1982 
Issued by the Government of India 
defines the Port limits of the MBPT. There 
is, however, no mention in this notification 
about the port approaches. Since the 
issue at consideration is about the Port 
levying a charge for operations outside 
the port limits which is claimed to be 
falling in the port approaches, MBPT to 
submit the notification, if any, issued by 
the Government defining the Mumbai Port 
approaches. 

The Government of India vide notification No. 
5221 dated 26.10.2006 has revised MBPT’s 
port limits. A part of the area covered under 
notification dated 3.10.1994 by the Collector of 
Customs had also fallen within the port limits of 
Mumbai Port. 

(iii). 

MBPT has stated that the term Port 
approaches is well understood in the 
shipping circles by persons connected 
with the navigation of vessels and it does 
not, require any separate notification. 
MBPT to substantiate, with documentary 
proof, its contention that by customs and 
conventions the relevant • area of 
operation is treated as the Mumbai Port 
approaches. 

We clarify that<the notification Issued on 28 May 
1982 and 26 October 2006 did only de^ibe 
the port limits and it did not describe' port 
approaches. We furfiier. clarify that 'port 
approaches’ means, “the water ways which give 
access or passage to harbours, channels and 
similar areas." The Mariners Hand Book 

describes “approaches" the Admiralty Sailing 
Direction of West Coast of India also describes 
“approaches". 

It is not a practice to declare port approaches. 

It is customary. The corroborative evidences to 
establish that no port declares approaches 
while declaring port limits could be seen from 
Maharashtra Government's GR specifying the 
limits of state owned Ports. A copy of the GR is 
furnished. 
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(iv). MBPT has stated that British Admiralty An analysis of Admiralty Chart of Mumbai 
Chart No. 1487 (Map) titled “Approaches Harbour shows that there is plenty of water area 
to Bombay” denotes various aspects and available with 14-16 meters draft outside the 
geographical features of land and shows Mum6ai Port limit. However the Customs has 
the approaches to Port of Mumbai and notified the area, which falls within the approach 
the approaches and lighterage operations of Mumbai Port limit. In feet the Customs 
area. The Chart (Map) received under notification is describing the anchorages stating 
letter dated 9 November 2009 in fact it to be 'Bombay Floating Light (BFL)’. 
bears number 2621 and is titled INDIA - 

WEST COAST “INNER APPRAOCHES Vessels arriving at Mumbai Port from North 
TO MUMBAI (BOMBAY). The Port has west need to approach from the area which is 
stated that “the anchorages have been notified by Customs for loading and unloading 
demarcated as Area 'A' in violet and of cargo. Hence also the area where loading / 
anchorage in Red”. MBPT to confirm unloading operations are allowed by Customs 
whether the Port intended to convey that fells within "Mumbai Port approaches", 

Ihe anchorages have been demarcated 

as Area *A’ in violet and Area 'B' in Red". Whenever a vessel approaches from North 

west to Mumbai Harbour area and Intends to 
undertake cargo operations at customs notified 
area covered under the customs notification 
dated 03.10.94, the vessel is directed by 
Mumbai Port VTS for movement, anchoring, 
surveillance, information of traffic in vicinity, 
instructions for precautions to be taken etc. 
since the activity takes place at Mumbai Port 
approaches. 

It is a well established convention, practice and 
well settled position that the port do have port 
approaches. In the present case the area 
where the operations taking place are within the 
VTMS limits and was at the North west 
approach to MBPT. In the present case both 
the above are satisfied. As such it is submitted 
that TAMP may take a practical view of the 
case, which carries merit. 

It is the necessity and responsibility of MBPT to 
have a proper watch over the port approaches, 
the identification of wreck at port approaches 
and to take pro-active actions to avoid untoward 
incidences at port approaches which hamper 
closing down of port approaches or obstruction 
to port approaches. As such Mumbai Port has 
clear authority and locus standi for its port 
approaches as per convention and practice. It 
is submitted that TAMP may give due 
weightage to the practical conditions in this 
regard which carries merit. 

Similarly, the barges transmitting through 
Mumbai Port limits also take services. The 
barges also avail the services of navigational 
aids such as South East, South West and South 
Prongs Reef buoys, Kansa Light House etc. 
They are maintained by MBPT. Further the 
charges prescribed are a part of the 
arrangement for transit of cargo through MBPT 
waters by the barges to and fro the mother 
vessel, between the ML plant at Dharamtar and 
mother vessel stationed outside MBPT limits at 
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Since a cost plus approach is generally 
followed while prescribing the tariff, 
MBPT to submit a cost sheet with 
supporting documents substantiating the 
proposed levy of ? 16/- per MT. If MBPT 
proposal is not with reference to cost of 
providing services, but to compensate the 
opportunity foregone, then the opportunity 
costs may be quantified with detailed 
analysis. 


The Port has averred that there exists a 
concluded contract with ispat Industries 
Limited which meets the essential 
ingredients under the Indian Contract Act, 
1872 such as offer, acceptance and 
consideration etc. MBPT to furnish a copy 
of the Contract. The relevant provision of 
the MPT Act, 1963 under which such 
contract was entered , into and the 
provisions of the Act empowering the Port 
to prescribe tariff Wirough contract may be 
indicated. 



MBPT has stated that the Government of 
India has notified extension of Mumbai 
Port Limits vide Notification No. 5221 
dated 26 October 2006 and by this 
extension of Port limit part of the area 
where lighterage operations were taking 
place have been included in the revised 
port limits. The Port to clarify whether in 
the said notification the Port approaches 
have been defined. 


MBPT has made a reference to one 
decision of the-Supreme Court pertaining 
to Bar Council Act. The significance 
thereof may be elaborated in the context 


the port approaches and unload cargo. The 
barges shall pay vessel related charges. The 
composite cargo related charges @ ? 15/- per 
ton is payable for the operations facilitating the 
■ transit of cargo as perthaarf=angement. 

With regard to the specific clarification at poin 
No. 4 raised by TAMP we confirm that the 
anchorage area ‘B’ in red is correct. 


The proposal of MBPT is not only based on 
direct cost of the operations. The prop; sal is 
also based on opportunity loss being incumed 
by MBPT. The cargo handled at the customs 
notified area is general cargo. The cargo 
related income at MBPT’s docks for similar 
cargo works out to X 101.55 per metric ton. As 
such the opportunity loss for MBPT for the 
cargo not coming to its docks \sX 101.55 per 
metric ton. The charges levied was only X 15/- 
per metric ton and hence is justified. 


The IIL had requested for permission to 
undertake discharge operations at customs 
nctified area and movement of cargo through 
Mumbai port waters. This means that the cargo 
is not unloaded at the docks of Mumbai Port 
Trust and the same is unloaded at the customs 
notified area and moved through Mumbai ports 
area, on payment of composite cargo related 
charges of X 15/- per metric ton with effect from 
1994 and vessel related charges for the barges. 

The request of M/s. IIL for permission for the 
operation amounts to notice inviting offer from 
MBPT for the contract. The decision by MBPT 
to allow such operations amounts to the offer. 
The starting of the operations by M/s. IIL and 
payment made amounts to acceptance of the 
offer. The consideration derived by IIL on the 
above contract is the savings of the entire 
MBPT charges had the cargo been brought to 
MBPT’s docks and transshipjsed to Dharamtar 
Jetty. This consideration is very high as 
compared to the rate of X 15/- per ton insisted 
by MBPT Board. In any case, the consideration 
need not be adequate as per Indian Contract 
Act, 1872. it only demands for a consideration 
without any adequacy test thereto. 


We clarify that the Notifications issued on 28 
May 1982 and 26 October 2006 did only 
describe the port limits and they did not 
describe port approaches. 


The Hon. Supreme Court construed Section 2 o 
the Bar Council Act, which reads 
“Notwithstanding anything contained in the 
Indian Bar Councils Act, 1926, or in any other 
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of decldinQ the proposal of the Port 

law regulating the conditions subject to which a 
person ntM entered in the t oil of advocates of a 
High Court may, be permitted to practice in that 
High Court, every advocate of frie Supreme 
Court shall be entitled as of right to practice In 
any High Court whether or not he is an 
advocate of that High Courf. The Court 
observed much ado was made on both sides 
about the comma occurring just before the 
word “or* in the non obstante clause, the 
petitioner stressing its importance as showing 
that the adjectival clause * regulating the 
conditions etc.” does not quaiify the words 
"Indian Bar Councils Act” which are separated 
by the comma and that, therefore, the whole of 
this Act is superseded, while learned Council 
for the respondents insisted that in construing 
a statute punctuation marks should be left out 
of consideration. Nothing much, we think, 
turns on the comma, as it seems grammatically 
more correct to take the adjectival clause as 
qualifying "law". Having regard to the words 
"anything contained” and the preposition "in” 
used after the disjunctive "or”, the qualifying 
clause cannot reach back to the words "Bar 
Councils Act". The Hon. Supreme Court in 
another matter observed, “If 'ordinary 
grammatical rules are applied there is no 
escape from the conclusion that the adjectival 
phrase “as amended by this Act” qualifies the 
proximate substantive vis the Calcutta Thika 
Tenancy Act, 1949. The above legal position is 
applicable in case of port approaches. 


(ix). 

It has been stated that the barges while 
going to or from Dharamtar Customs 
Notified Area passes from the Mumbai 
Port Limit and avail the navigational 
VTMS ^cilities. The facilities extended to 
such barges may be furnished. 

The barges carrying the cargo through MBPT 
waters do require services and certain 
anchorage points are to be kept vacant for 
.facilitating such movements. However, we do 
not maintain record of such stoppages. 


(X). 

As per MBPT while the barge movements 
to or from Dharamtar Customs Notified 
Area take place, various anchorage 
points are required to be kept vacant. The 
number of occasions during the last three 
years the anchorage points had to be 
kept vacant to enable the smooth transit 
of the barges ,and the loss, If any, 
suffered by the Port may be furnished. 


(xi). 

1 

MBPT to furnish a copy each of the 
relevant extracts of the following for 
reference purposes. 

(a) . Anchorage area referred to in the 
“Admiralty Sailing Directions - West 
Coast” of India Pilot' vide sub-para 26 of 
letter dated 9 November 2009. 

(b) . Mariner’s Hand Book with reference 
to the term approaches and anchorage 
vide sub-para 25 ibid. 

Not furnished 

Not furnished 


(xii). 

MBPT to furnish a copy each of the 
orders passed by the Supreme Court on 



! 

1 

j 
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further submissions made by MBPT In its above referred letter dated 18 
December 2009 are summarized below: 


(i) . It is to be clarified in the light of Section 38 of MPT Act that the lighterage operation 

is not port's regular activity and this tvpe of an activity takes place only on specific 
request of parties like IIL. The permission to carry out the lighterage activity was 
granted by the Board on certain conditions and on payment of specific charges. liL 
had agreed to the condition of port charges as decided by the Board. Since 
lighterage operation is not a regular activity of the port, it is our view that till such 
time specific rates for such operations are incorporated in the MBPT Scale of 
Rates, Board can sanction levy of charges. The legal advice is that the levy of this 
charge is in order. The Port Trust Board has taken a decision to levy t 15/- per 
metric ton, after due consideration of all the facts of the case and In the wider public 
interest. A balanced view to levy ^ 15/- per metric ton as all Inclusive cargo related 
charges against insisting to bring to Mumbai Port Trust’s berths and then 
transshipped to Dharamtar port was not beneficial to Mumbai Port Trust but forthe 
public interest. 

(ii) . In the earlier deliberations on the issue of justification of ^ 15/- per metric ton, 

TAMP itself has observed that the rate of ? 16/- per metric tone is justifiable in its 
earlier orders. The Hon. High Court of Mumbai has also stated the above fact in the 
judgement dated 10.08.2009. Due consideration may be given to the above facts 
and the heavy loss being suffered by MBPT in allowing such operations by 
foregoing the option of bringing the cargo to MBPT's berths. 

• This case was taken up for joint hearing on 29 December 2009 and Chairman and 

Member were present. The Mumbai Port Trust was represented by its Legal Counsel and other 
senior officials of the Port. IIL was represented by its Sr. Counsel and other officials. Users were 
also present. 

A copy of the Court Order dated 10 August 2009 was received in this office from 
MBPT on 22 September 2009 vide MBPT letter dated 18 September 2009. It was, however noted 
at the joint hearing that since the copy of the Court order dated 10 August 2009 was forwarded to 
TAMP by the High Court Department vide their letter dated 5 November 2009, the time of three 
months to dispose the proposal will start from the day when the letter was received by this 
Authority and the proposal was to be disposed by this Authority by 6 February 2010. In this regard, 
both MBPT and IIL agreed at the joint hearing to move the Hon’bie High Court of Bombay seeking 
extension of time for disposal of the proposal by this Authority till 15 June 2010 since the 
proceedings were incomplete for want of action by both the parties. 

7.3. (i). The Counsel for MBPT referred at the. joint hearing to the Order dated 10 August 

2009 passed by the Hon’bie High Court of Bombay and requested that this 
Authority comprising of Chairman and Members as constituted under the Act 
should hear the case, i.e. Chairman plus 2 Members. 

(ii). It was pointed out by this Authority that a post of Member is vacant as of now 
which is yet to be filled by the Government. The provisions of Section 47(G) of the 
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MPT Act about vacancy, etc. not to Invalidate proceedings of this Authority were 
raad out and the views of both the parties were sought. The Sr. Counsel 
appearing for ilL specifically referred to the direction of the Court contained In 
Mra-6; page-7 of its order wherein the Court has recorded that 'this Authoi% as 
constituted under the Act. viz. this Authority consisting of Chairman and two 
Members was obliged to give personal hearings to the petitioner before making 
the order*, in the end. both the parties agrei^ that, by way of abundant caution, it 
would be desirable to seek clarification from the Hon'ble Court pointing out the 
vacant posiUon of Member in this Authority at present. 


7,4. (i). 


As agreed at the joint hearing, both the parties moved the Hon’ble High Court 
an extension of time for disposal of the case by this Authority till 15 June 2010. 
Clarifica^ was also sought by them from the Hon’ble High Court o'™ 
Authority deciding the case with the available quorum. The Hon’ble High ^rt 
vide its Order dated 5 March 2010 granted an extension of time upto 15 June 
2010 for disposal of the case by this Authority. 


On the Issue of the case being decided wifti the available existing quorum viz. 
Chairman and one member, the Order of the Hon'ble High Court was n<rt •• 
It did not specifically mention the present composition of TAMP could decide the 
matter. When this position was pointed out to MBPT and to secure 
dartflcation from the Hon’ble High Court, the MBPT vide Its letter dated 15 May 
2010 furnished the copy of letter dated 7 May 2010 of its counsel stating that the 
existing quorum of TAMP was brought to the notice of the Court In the Affidavit 
filed by the Port and the Court was of the view that since It was by the consent^ 
all the parties, the TAMP may proceed with the disposal of the case. The MBfp^ 
letter dated 15 May 2010 was fonvarded to IlL for their confirmation. Incidentally, 
the affidavit filed by the MBPT In support of the Notice of Motion raentlons, irter 
alia that It was agreed by both the parties that the parties would point out the fact 
of vacant position of one Member in this Authority and obtain permission of the 
Hon’ble High Court to dispose of the said case with available existing quorqm of 
Chairman and one Member as per Section 47 G of the MPT Act, 1963. 'l^Yjde 
their letter dated 28 May 2010 confirmed the Order dated 5 March 2010 of the 
Hon’ble High Court of Bombay and ML has no objection in respect of the letter 
dated 7 May 2010 of MBPT. 


The MBPT admitted that in addition to the chart referred to In its proposal, it was 
to submit one more chart showing the Port limits and various outer andiorage 
points IlL referred to the updated proposal of the MBPT and pointed out that the 
chart stated to have been attached to the proposal was not served on them whi(* 
would be necessary for them to furnish their comments on the proposal. MBPT 
submitted a copy of the new chart detailing the Port limits and anchorage points, a 
copy of which was also given to IlL. MBPT also handed over to the IlL, a copy of 
the chart referred by it in its updated proposal. 


Both the parties were allowed to verify the concerned files of TAMP for making 
suitable reference during their arguments. 


3 As agreed at the Joint hearing held on 29 December 2009, IlL by letter dated 11 

January 2010 forwarded their comments as under to the Annexes supplied to them by MBPT on 
29 December k009. The MBPT vide its letter dated 11 June 2010 filed rejoinder to the comments 
of ML. A comparative position of the comments of IlL and rejoinder of the MBPT thereon is given 

below; 


Submissions of IIL to the Annexes supplied 

_ them by MBPT __ 

The MBPT has relied on two maps (outer & Inner 
anchorages to Mumbai Port Trust) and excerpts of 
two publications i.e.. Admiralty Sailing Directions 
and Mariner’s Hand Book. 

In addition to & without prejudice to the. 


Rejoinder of the MBPT 
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contentions taken in its earlier reply, the IIL 
submits as under:- 

The contents of the reply of liL do not 
take the case of IIL any further. 
Concerned maps, interalia, clearly show 
the old and new port limits and the 
anchorage area. The said maps are 
widely accepted and used by all the 
mariners. 


(a) Maps are not published under the 

Authority of the Govt, of India. 


(b) The Admiralty Sailing Directions and the 

routes & approaches shown on the maps are only 
for the purposes of regulation of traffic, safety of 
life at sea, safety of environment etc. These 
publications serve the purpose of describing 
Separation Schemes & Sea Routes, thus cannot 
be a guide or aid to determine jurisdictional issues 
of a port. 


(c) The maps and Admiralty Sailing 

Directions are not published under the authority of 
MBPT. Largely these publications adopt / refer to 
the sea routes, Separation Schemes, Navigational 
Aids etc., as adopted by International Maritime 
Organization. These Publications do not refer to 
the territoriai jurisdiction of MBPT. Therefore, no 
reliance can be placed on these publications for 
the said purpose. 


(d) The word *approach(s)' used in these 

publications is used in its generic sense and not in 
the legal sense of ‘port approaches’ as defined in 
Major Ports Act. Since Ihe determination of 
Jurisdiction of MBPT is purely a technical issue 
and cannot be decided without reference to Major 
Ports Act and Indian Ports Act. Only the definition 
of 'Port Approach’ as laid down in Major Ports Act 
can be relied upon and no reliance can be placed 
on generic connotations of the word ‘approach’ 
used in above maps and publications. 

The word “Port Approaches" as defined in 
the Mariners Handbook is relevant for 
giving proper interpretation to the 
meaning of word "Port Approaches” as 
defined in the said Acts. 


(e) (i). The publication “Mariner's Hand Book” 

is not at all relevant for the present controversy in 
as much as it excuses itself by stating that the 
definitions given are those in UKHO use and have 
no significance in International Law. 

(ii). Thus when the publication itself is only for 

generic purpose and no legal consequences 
follow for ^Nh 0 i is stated therein, the Mariner’s 
Hand Book cannot have any authority of Law and 
cannot be relied upon. 

In the circumstances, the contentions of 
MBPT which are inconsistent with or 
contrary to the earlier submissions of 
MBPT and what is stated hereabove are 
hereby denied. 


9. It was agreed at the joint hearing held on 29 December 2009 to fix next date of 

hearing after receipt of written submissions of MBPT and IIL and also the direction of the Hon’ble 
High Court of Bombay on the clarifications sought by both the parties. 


10. Accordingly, a joint hearing in this case was held on 15 June 2010 at the office of 

this Authority by the Authority consisting of Chairman and Member. The MBPT was represented 
by its Counsel and other officials. The IIL was represented by its Senior Counsel and other 
officials. Users were present. At the joint hearing, the following was decided: 

(I). MBPT and IIL agreed that in the light of the Hon’ble Bombay High Court Order 
dated 5 March 2010 and subsequent clarification regarding the interpretation of 
the same, the matter can be disposed of by the Authority with its existirtg quorum 
viz.. Chairman and one member and the matter may be finally disposed by the 
Authority by 30 September 2010. 

(ii). Both the parties agreed to take on record their consent to this effect. 


3217GI/11—17 
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(ill). Since longer time would be needed to conclude the arguments, both the parties 
requested this Authority to hold another hearing at a later date. 

(iv). It was decided to hold another hearing on 8 July 2010 at the office of this Authority 
and to continue on 9 July 2010, if necessary. 

11.1. At the request of the III vide its letter dated 6 July 2010, the hearing scheduled on 
8 July 2010 was deferred and held on 10 August 2010 by this Authority consisting of Chairman 
and Member Since the arguments could not be completed, the hearing continued on 11 August 
2010 also. The MBPT was represented by its Legal Counsel and other officials. The IIL was 
represented by its Senior Counsel and other officials. Users were present. 

11.2. In the course of its arguments, the MBPT submitted copies of the following 
documents: 


(i) . Extract of the reported decision in "Mansukhlal Dhanraj Jain V/s EKnath Vithal 

Ogale” - (1995) 2 Supreme Court Cases 665 as to how to interpret phrases like In 
relation to" “in connection with". 

(ii) . Letter dated 25 November 1993 from Nippon Denro Ispat Ltd. to the Dy. 

Conservator of MBPT. 

[to summarize, IIL in its letter dated 25 November 1993 has stated that vessels will 
be anchored in JNPT waters / outside MBPT limits and the materials from vessels 
will be unloaded into barges by using vessel's own cranes fitted with grabs. 
During lighterage operations their bafgei Will transit MBPT waters on way to 
Dharamtar creek. Accordingly, IIL has requested the permission of MBPT for the 
same and sought advice as to the charges which would be levied by MBPT for 
transiting barges and other formalities to be completed in this respect] 

(iii) . Letter No. DC/C-SH/6833 dated 15 October 1994 from the Dy. Conservator, 

MBPT to Nippon Denro Ispat Ltd. 

[MBPT letter dated 15 October 1994 conveys the recommendation of its Board of 
Trustees vide Resolution No, 123 of 6-3-1994 to levy ?15 per tonne of throughput 
of cargo imported by vessels for Dharamtar] 

(iv) . Letter dated 17 January 1997 from IIL to Chairman, MBPT requesting for 

reduction in the charge of f 15/- per tonne on the cargo transshipped at the Port 
Approaches. 


Copies of documents filed by MBPT were supplied to the IIL. 


11.3. The MBPT and IIL made the following submissions at the joint hearing: 

MSEI 


(i) . The two issues fall for consideration are (a) whether MBPT can charge Ispat for 

lighterage at BFL area and (b) fixing of general rate of ^ 15/- PMT for operations at 
port approaches which is to be included in the SOR. 

(ii) . We submit TAMP has the power to look into the rate leviable in the Ispat case as 

well as the general rate, as the Hon'ble High Court has already remitted the 
matter to TAMP. 

(iii) . The Admiralty charts submitted by us ciearly show BFL is an area abetting the 

port limits. It forms Port Approach. 

(Iv), Both sections 48 and 49 of MPT Act, require TAMP to frame SOR for the specified 
services at ‘Port Approaches'. Section 48 (1) (a) specifically mentions about 
“transhipping of passengers or goods between vessels in the port or port 
approaches". 
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(v). The wordings “In relation to" In Section 46 dearly convey the connection with port 
operations. Lighterage at BFL Is an operation connected with port operation. 
Please refer para 14 of Supreme Court Judgement in "Mansukhial Dhantaj Jain 
V/8 Eknath Ogale" which clearly explain how to Interpret phrases like "In relation 
to", "In connection with". 

(Vi). Lighterage operation at Port Approach is in connection with the Port and therefore 
Section 48 comes Into play. The concerned area Is under VTMS of MBPT. 

(vii). [Chairman (TAMP): Explain the services provided by MBPT at the areas outside 
the port limits). 

(viii). Even those vessels at BFL area are In touch with our VTMS and monitored by us. 
For example, a vessel moving from Surat to Goa does not come dose to our coast 
and therefore we don’t guide. But, BFL Is too dose to our limit and, therefore, we 
have to monitor them. 

(lx). The operation is composite In nature. Not only lighterage but also foe transit of 
barges through our waters needs to be considered. On the barges, vessel related 
charges like port dues and water conveyance charges are levied. No cargo 
related charges is levied. 

(x). [Chairman (TAMP): If a vessel without lighterage at BFL, makes innooent transit, 
what are the charges on cargo?]. 

We allow such case only as case to case on the basis of MOUs. (e.g.) JNPT 
bound vessels, Tata Power. 

(xl). Ispat dispute should be seen pertaining only for the period from 1998 to 2006, as 
the Government notification of 2006 has brought foe major part of foe concerned 
area of lighterage operation within the port limits. Part of the Dharamtar Customs 
Area falls within our Port limits after 2006. 

(xii). The charges for inner anchorage operation have already been approved by 
TAMP. If the charge of ?15 / tonne, levied at outer area is more than inner 
anchorage operations, TAMP has to consider to prescribe a reasonable rate. 

(xiii). Ispat vide letter 17 January 1997 requested MBPT to reduce the rate to f 6 / PMT 
(copy given). This shows ilL has conceded our jurisdiction to charge. 

(xiv) . ‘Port approaches’ should be understood by a harmonious reading of IP Act & MPT 

Act. Please see Section 2 (a), 3 (4) and Section 5 of IP Act' Please see Section 2 
(q) and (r) of MPT Act. No need for Government notification defining Port 
Approaches. The only condition Is Indian Port Act should be in force at the 
concerned Port. The definition of Port Approaches clearly mentions "in relation to 
Port”. 

(xv) . The age old practice followed by the Marine and trade community should be 

recognised. 

(xvi) . We don’t claim that Port approach extends infinitely. Port approach should be “in 

relation" to Mumbai port. There should be an immediate connection. 

(xvii). TAMP In its earlier order of June 1999 has quantified the rate as ?15/- PMT. 
Please go by opportunity loss and cost. Because of the lighterage operation at 
BFL, notional loss to foe port is about 101.55 per tonne. 

(xviii). ? 15/- PMT was fixed by the Board in 1994. Even after more than 15 years, we 
propose to maintain the same rate. 
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(xlx). Pteat# ••• Dalhi Municipal Corporation V/s. Mohd. Yasun In which SC »®y* 

diract ralatlonship Is always naoassary to lavy a faa. Quid pro quo is not assantlal. 
Only a casual connection is enough. 

(XX). For the period from 1994 to 2006. the charges levied by us are In terns of 
contract. Power of a Port to enter into contract is Independent of Sections 48 and 
49. Rease read Section 33. Section 46 empowers the Board to set conditions. 


(xxl). 


if MBPT jurisdiction in Port approaches is doubtftjl then why should Ispat apply for 
our permission in November 1993? By 15 October 1994 letter, MBPT Informed HL 
about ttie charges payable and conditions for lighterage operations. Thus In 1994 
a binding contract between MBPT & IIL came Into force. IIL had acted on it. No 
sanction of die Government to the concerned Board Resolution was necessary. 


(xxil). in a commercial contract, the arguments of ‘duress'and ‘pressure’ are not 
admissible. 

(xxlll). The contract with IIL will survive till such time TAMP frame the General Scale of 
Rates. 

(xxlv). [Chairman (T^MP) : Is any channel maintained or dredging oone by MBPT 
outside the port limits?] 

(xxv). No dredging is done outside the port limits, but it is to be taken as a natural 
channel without dredging. 

(xxvl) Section 48 does not talk about provision of services. But, it mentions about 
“services performed”. “Perform" cannot be equated with “Provision". MBPT 
permitted IIL to perform. 

(xxvii). Obtaining Government approval u/s 42 can be a follow up action to be taken by 
MBPT. It cannot impinge upon the powers of TAMP to fix tariff for such 
performance u/s. 48. 


(xxviii). Our proposal is, therefore, to fix a common tariff on cargo under section 48 for the 
operations carried outside the port limits but in the port approaches. 

(xxix). With reference to arguments of Ispat on section 2 (r), it may be noted that there 
may not be a defined channel in the place in reference. But. it is a path leading to 
the port. 

(XXX). TAMP has not yet fixed any tariff so far for port approaches. Since no tariff was 
available, the contractual agreement between MBPT and Ispat should guide the 
transaction for the period prior to 2006. Our counter offer to Ispat made in 1994 Is 
for payment of cargo related charges of Rs.T5/- as a condition for permitting 
lighterage. 

(xxxi). Till such time a tariff is fixed u/s 48 and 49, a contract entered by the port u/s 33 
and 34 should be recognised. Since no value was coming into play in the 
contract, allegation of violation of section 34 cannot be admitted. 

(xxxll). Principles of estoppel will apply to Ispat, as .they have performed the contract. 


I2EAI 

(xxxiii). We do not have any doubt that TAMP is the only Authority to fix tariff under 
sections 48 and 49 for services rendered in the port limits and approaches. 

(xxxiv). The MBPT SOR contains rates for lighterage and anchorage fees. The SOR set 
by TAMP is obviously for port and port approaches. Why should MBPT ask for a 
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•epantto rata now and only for tha oparationa carriad out by ispat? This is 
discriminatory. 


(xxxv). Pro>Hsion of tha llstadsarvicas is a pra condition for lavy of tariff u/s 48. Port could 
not explain satisfactorily about tha sarvicas providad by It at BPL araa. VTM8 is a 
ganaral monitoring system for vassals. It is not for a cargo related services. 
Tharafora, tha port's proposal cannot be approved under Section 48. 


(xxxvi). Tha expression used in Section 49 - Section 49 is specific about port limit and 
approaches. No wording like ‘In relation to” is used in Section 49. 

(xxxvil). Section 2(r) defines port approaches. This definition applies to Sections 48 & 49. 
In order to qualify as Port Approaches there has to be a "navigaUe river or 
channel”. There is no navigable river or channel loading to MBPT where our 
operations take place. Therefore, Under Sections 48 & 49 tariff can be set only for 
the port limits of MBPT as Mumbai Port does not have navigable river or channel 
leading to its port which lie outside the port limits. 


(xxxvill).Argument on quantum of levy is not necessary as the question of fixing tariff at the 
place in reference does not arise at ail. 

(xxix). The letter of Ispat and MBPT of 1994 is an agreement for payment of vessel 
related charges on barges transiting through the MBPT waters, which we don’t 
dispute. There is, therefore, no offer or acceptance on our part on cargo related 
charges, which can be cited as the basis of the contract alleged by MBPT. 

(xL). MBPT cannot distinguish between parties. Ispat can be asked to pay a fee fixed 
only u/s 48 & 49. Even , before TAMP was constituted, tariff setting conditions 
were listed under seettons 48 and 49 and accordingly only the Central 
Government was empowered to approve tariff. 

(xLi). No contract satisfying the conditions of section 34 exists between MBPT & Ispat. 

(xLli). Section 48 permits performance by authorised person under section 42. But, 
Ispat is not a person authorised by MBPT under section 42. 


(xLiii). If 'Performance' is essential u/s 48 then Ispat, and not MBPT, is perfomiing the 
specified service at the BFL area. Then how can MBPT ask for a tariff on a 
service performed by somebody else? 

11 . 4 . The IIL subrhitted at the joint hearing a synopsis of the arguments made by them. 

The points for determination considered by IIL and its arguments on such points are tabulated 
below; 


SI. 

No. 

The points for determination 
considered bv iiL 

Arguments of IiL on such points 

1) 

For ttie period beyond 2006, i.e. 
after the notification extending the 
Port limits, wrtiether the MbPT is 
entitled to demand fixation of tariff 
for cargo operations outside the 
Port limits? 

The answer to this query is to be definitely “No". 
Admittedly, Chapter VI specifically refers to “any 
of the services provided at or in relation to the 
Port or Port approaches’. The expression used in 
Sections 48 and 49 is “any place within the limits 
of the Port or the Port approaches". 

No service is provided to the vessel in relation to 
cargo and, therefore, this would come only under 
Section 49, which restricts with limits of Port or 
Port approaches. 

In the circumstances, it is clear that the Port Trust 
can seek from the TAMP a Scale of Rates and a 
Statement of Conditions under which services 
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shall be performed by a Board “at or in relation to 
the Port or Port approaches”. 

When a certain expression has been used in the 
Act, it must be construed as per the definition 
providedjn the said Act. Section 2 (r) defines 
“Port approaches" in relation to a Port, which 
means those parts of the navigable rivers and 
channels leading to the Port in vi/hlch the Indian 
Ports Act is in force. It is crystal clear that the 
expression “Port approaches" used in Sections 48 
and 49 must certainly follow the definition 
contained in Section 2 (r), and not in any other 
legislation or otherwise. 

The .obvious reason why the expression, “in 
relation to Port approaches", is used in the Act is 
to take care of the navigable channel which, for 
example, that leads to Kandia Port. For example, 
Sandheads in Kolkata is outside the Koikata Port 
limits. However, the Hooghly River leads to the 
Port. The provision in the Ports Act has direct 
relation to these aspects, rather than the 
arguments advanced by the Mumbai Port Trust 
(MBPT), i.e. in relation to the Port, which means 
anything related to Port. 

MbPT already has a current Scale of Rates and 
Statement of Conditions for the ships lightering 
within the Port limits. If the discharging point by 
Ispat is within the Port limits or Port approaches, 
what was the need for them to fix a separate rate 
at all? That itself will make it clear that the Port 
itself has correctly understood the situation, that, 
in this case, the discharging is outside the Port 
limits: and hence, the need for fixing up a 
separate rate. In the circumstances, it is 
respectfully submitted that, since the cargo 
operations are carried on beyond the limits of the 
Port and Port approaches, the Port is not entitled 
to seek fixation of tariff for any operations carried 
on therein. To a pointed question from this 
Authority, as to what is the nature of the services 
rendered in regard to cargo, I did not hear any 
answer furnished by the Port. 

This Hon’ble TAMP would kindly see the subtle 
distinction betweeh Sections 48 and 49. 

Section 48 speaks of services performed "at or in 
relation to the Port or Port approaches". In 
Section 49, the expression used is “any place 
within the limits of the Port or Port approaches". 

Under Section 48, the services had to be 
rendered “at or in relation to the Port or Port 
approaches”. It denotes the place where services 
are provided or the nature of the services. 
Repeated questioning in regard to what services 
have been provided, the only answer was VTMS. 

I respectfully submit that VTMS is not a service 







[tTPT 111—10^4] 


w ^ TR^ : smvim 


135 



For the above decision, whether 
the ML operations, viz. lighterage 
operations, take place outside the 
Port limits and / or Port 
approaches? 


provided to cargo or ships. It is only for the 
management of traffic. In any event, for passing 
through the Port, Port is levying vessel- related 
charaes. 


IIL operations take place outside the limits of the 
Port and Port approaches, it has been very 
carefully and correctly shown in the map that 
about 75% of the area of the anchorage is the 
Customs declared lighterage point for Dharamtar 
Port. 


3) Quantum? 


For the period prior to 2006, can 
MbPT levy and recover charges 
at the rate fixed by the Port Trust 
but not approved by the Central 
Government or notified in the 
official gazette, under the 
provisions of the Major Port 
Trusts Act? 


If a ship does lighterage work within the limits of 
the Port, there is already a rate prevailing un.ier 
the tariff, and there is no need to fix a rate. If the 
work is being carried out outside the Port limits, 
nothing is payable. 

It is absolutely necessary to remember that, for 
the vessels passing through the Mumbai Port to 
Dharamtar, vessel related charges are being 
separately paid and, therefore, the contention that 
a vessel passing through the Port limits is a 
service in relation to the Port is incorrect. 


It is unnecessary to fix a quantum, as the Scale of 
Rates has already fixed it when the lighterage 
takes place within the Port limits. The Scale of 
Rates also provides for vessel related charges 
when the vessel passes through the Port limits. In 
the circumstances, there is no need to fix any 
quantum. 

It is an accepted position that no service Is 
provided to the vessel and, for using the port 
waters for passing through, vessel related 
charges are already collected. Rest of the 
arguments has no substance. 


The Port Trust contended that recovery prior to 
2006 was on the basis of a contract, and certain 
letters were read out. All that is totally irrelevant. 

The Major Port Trusts Act and Sections 48 and 49 
existed at all times, and the method of fixing the 
tariff before TAMP came in was for the port to fix 
and get it approved by the Central Oovwnment 
and to be published in the official gazette. Unless 
this is done, it has no legal sanctity. 

Law cannot change mearly because human 
beings err. If their contention Is right, that levy 
can be done by contract, then what is the need for 
them to approach the TAMP today for fixation of 
rate. The situation has only changed to the extent 
that earlier the rate fixed was to be approved by 
the Oovemment and published in the official 
gazette, but now, it is fixed by the TAMP. One 
cannot say that until 2006 was a oontractuatly 
agreed tariff and that the tariff will be fixed from 
2006. If the Port Trust has not followed a proper 
pro<»dure for fixation of tariff, so be it. 

Kindly peruse the correspondence pcfii^ced. It is 
only in relation to foe passing through tto poet and 
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not fbr carrying on lighterage operations. 

Article 14 of the Constitution of India should be 
kept in mind. An Executive cannot act without the 
auttiority of law and, therefore, the Port Trust 
could not have levied a Scale of Rates unless that 
was imposed in accordance with the provisions of 
the Act. The Port Trust cannot have one Scale of 
Rates for one person and another fbr a separate 
person, fbr that would be violative of the Article 14 
of the Constitution; and it is fbr this reason that 
transparency is required and rate for services 
provided or for occupation of the space to be fixed 
by this Authority now which was earlier done by 
the port and got approved by the Central 
Government and notified in the offidal gazette. 

In any event, there is a rate which Is already fixed 
and, therefore, It is unnecessary to fix any other 
rate; but this rate will be applicable only is the 
vessel lightens within the port limits and not 
beyond. _ 


11.5. A copy of the synopsis submitted by III was given to MBPT at the Joint hearing 

with an advice to submit a synopsis of the arguments made by its Counsel. The MBPT was also 
advised to explain, along with necessary supporting documents, the existence of navigable rivers 
and channels at the place where the operations which is the subject matter of the dispute is carried 
out. The MBPT agreed to file a written submission in this regard and to simultaneously forward a 
copy of the submission to IIL. if any new points are made by MBPT, ML was given liberty to submit 
its written comments thereon. 

12.1. After granting of extension of time at its request vide its letter dated 25 August 

2010, the MBPT vide its letter dated 31 August 2010 filed the synopsis of arguments of MBPT. A 
copy of the synopsis of arguments made on behalf of MBPT was forwarded to IIL vide our letter 
dated 31 August 2010 fbr its written comments. The IIL'after seeking extension of two weeks time 
filed its rejoinder vide its letter dated 26 October 2010. A comparative position of the synopsis of 
arguments made by MBPT and the rejoinder filed by IIL are tabulated below; 


81. 

No. 

Issues contained in 
the synopsis of 
MBPT 

Arguments made by MBPT in 
its synopsis 

Rejoinder of liL on the arguments 
of MBPT 

1) 

Whether in respect of 
lighterage operations 
carried on by IIL at 
the area near BFL, 
which according to 
MBPT is a port 
approach of Mumbai 
Port, MBPT is entitled 
to levy lighterage 
charges at the rate of 
?15/- per metric 
tonne? 

■ 

(i). The documents on record 
clearly go to prove that there was 
a complete and concluded 
contract between IIL and MBPT to 
carry out its lighterage operations 
near BFL area. 

Under the said contract, the 
MBPT offered necessary 

permission to IIL to undertake 
lighterage and conveyance of 
cargo through the MBPT waters 
on payment of all inclusive cargo 
related charges at f15/- per 
tonne. IIL has in fact acted upon 
the said permission and contract 
and has been deriving 
commercial advantage undet^the 
said contract. In ^ the 

circumstances, IIL, even by virtue 

(i) . It is the case of MBPT, that there 
Is a concluded contract. 

It is the contention of the MBPT that 
in view of the alleged concluded 
contract IIL is estopped from 
disputing the validity of the said 
contract with MBPT. There is no 
contract at all between ML and 
MBPT as alleged. 

(ii) . By letter dated 25.11.1993, IIL 
had only intimated MBPT about its 
lighterage operations at BFL or 
beyond that and has requested for 
innocent passage^hroogh the water 
of the MB PT. 

(iii) . Resolution No. 123 dated 
8.3.1994 is not a contract. Section 


t 






. . . “ 




[tnn III—4] 


"m TTW^ : 3TOivrc®i 


137 


of the prindplet of promiteory 
estoppel and contemplated under 
Section 115 of the Indian 
Evidence Act, is barred from 
disputing the validity of the said 
contract between IIL and MBPT. 

(II). Even otherwise, but for the 
permission of MBPT, IIL would 
not have been entitled to transit 
Its cargo through the port waters 
of MBPT port limits and undertake 
the "package operation". The 
operations were undertaken at 
the volition of IIL and there was 
no compulsion from MBPT. 

(HI). The transshipment operations 
carried on by IIL Involve erection 
of pier as contemplated under 
Section 2(p) of the Major Port 
Trusts Act 1963 and transit of 
cargo through the port water 
limits. The definition of "pier” as it 
may be seen include a floating 
barge [transhipper] or pontoon or 
other works connected therewith. 
Under Section 46 of the said I 
Major Port Trusts Act, 1963, 
Interalia, no person is entitled to 
erect or fix within the limits of a 
port or port approaches any pier 
without the previous permission of 
MBPT in writing and subject to 
such conditions, if any, as MBPT 
may specify. In the present case, 
the MBPT has given permission 
to IIL and IIL has acted upon the 
said permission to erect a pier (In 
the form of a mother vessel to 
which the daughter barges are 
attached for transshipment 
operations at BFL area whl^ is a 
port approach). IIL has been 
erecting pier at the said port 
approaches at the area near BFL 
pursuant to the permission of 
MBPT and as per the contract 
entered by MBPT with IIL. 

(Iv). In the aforesaid premises, 
under the provisions of Section 
33 read with Section 46 and 2(p) 
of the said Major Port Trusts Act, 
1963, MBPT is legally entitled to 
enter into the said contract with 
ML 

(v). In the circumstances, viewed 
from any angle, IIL having 
I entered into the said contract with 


33 of the Major Port Trusts Act, 
1963 provides that subject to the 
provisions of Section 34, a Board 
shali be competent to enter Into or 
perform any contract necessary for 
the performance of Its functions 
under this Act. Section 34 provides 
the mode of executing contracts on 
behalf of Board. 

Section 34 of the Act provides that 
every contract shall, on behalf of a 
Board, be made by the Chairman 
(or by any such officer of the Board 
not below the rank of Head of the 
Department as the Chairman may, 
by general or special order 
authorized in this behalf) and shall 
be sealed with common seal of the 
Board. 

Section 34 (3) of the said Act 
provides that no contract whidi Is 
not made in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act and the 
Regulations made thereunder shall 
be binding on the Board. 

(iv). Admittedly, the mode 
prescribed under Section 34 of the 
Act js not followed In the present 
case and hence the contentions of 
MBPT that Resolution No.123 dated 
8.3.1994 is a contract requires to be 
rejected. 

(V). The said Issue was also raised 
by MBPT before TAMP. IIL had 
filed documents which clearly 
shows that IIL has consistently 
being protesting against the levy of 
charges and were forced to make 
payment to avoid disruption of 
passage through the water to 
MBPT. 

(Vi). Filing of suits, Writ Petitions 
and other legal proceedings by IIL 
before the Hon’ble High Court also 
demonstrate that there was no 
understanding, agreement or 
contract between IIL and MBPT. 
On contrary, the record shows that 
IIL were thereafter making payment 
to MBPT as per Order passed by 
the Hon’ble High court which were 
subject to the decision of the TAMP. 
Such payment made by ML in 
pursuance of the Order passed by 
the Hon’ble High Court, Bombay 
and/ or the initial payment made by. 
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MBPT and taken benefit of the 
said contract is not entitled to 
deny the validity of such a 
contract and its obligation to pay 
the stipulated charges at the rate 
of ? 15/- per tonne to MBPT under 
the said contract for the 
lighterage operations carried out 
by III at the said 6FL area. Non 
payment @ 15 per metric tonne is 
denial of dues to public 
exchequer. 

(vi) . Te said contract is in 
consonance with the provisions of 
Section 34 as the same has been 
duly approved by the Board by 
passing of necessary resolution 
i.e. Resolution No.123 dated 8 
March 1994. 

(vii) . The BFL point abuts Mumbai 

port limits. Therefore, 

indisputably the area near the 
said BFL point i.e. BFL area, 
where lighterage operations take 
place, form part of a navigable 
channel leading to Mumbai port 
and the same is a port approach 
as contemplated under Section 
2(r) of the said Major Port Trusts 
Act, 1963. The said fact is 
interalia proved from a bare 
perusal of the Marine British 
Admiralty Chart titled as the 
Indian West Coasts Approaches 
Mumbai (Bombay) showing the 
area pertaining to Mumbai port 
limits as well as the surrounding 
areas and the approaches to the 
same. The very fact that mother 
vessels navigate and Anchor at 
BFL area and undertake 
lighterage operations and many 
of such vessels Navigate further 
to inner Anchorages clearly 
shows that Navigable channel 
exists. As clarified by MBPT on 
specific query from Chairman, 
TAMP, indisputably: 

(1) The services of VTMS is 
rendered. 

(2) Surveillance of the area is 
undertaken by MBPT 

(3) MBPT ensures that 
approaches and channels leading 
to Mumbai Port are duly 
maintained to facilitate navigation 
by taking suitable actions on 
wrecks and other obstructions 
etc, in respect of such channels 


IIL In view of the coercive action by 
MBPT cannot be termed as that the 
IIL had accepted the levy of 
charges by MBPT as falsely 
alleged. IIL has been all along 
opposing the legality of levy of 
charges by MBPT. 

(vli). Resolution No. 123 dated 
8.3.1994 has no legal binding 
effect. As per Section 52 of Major 
Port Trusts Act, 1963, (omitted by 
Act 15 of 1997 with effect from 
9.1.1997) prior sanction of the 
Central Government is required for 
any rates or conditions framed by 
any Board and its obligations in the 
official gazette. Admittedly, the 
mandatory requirement of Section 
52 has not been complied with in 
respect of Resolution No.123. 
Admittedly, no prior sanction of the 
Central Government was obtained 
by the MBPT. It is, therefore, 
submitted that the contention of 
MBPT that Resolution No.123 is a 
concluded contract and binding 
upon IIL requires to be rejected. 

(viii). Section 2(p) of the Act defines 
“pier” and Section 2(r) of. the Act 
defines “port approaches". 

The contentions of MBPT that IIL 
has erected a pier is perse false. It 
is alleged by MBPT that unloading 
of goods from mother vessels to 
daughter barges amounts and 
erection of pier. The explanation to 
the term “pier” clearly stipulates for 
the purpose of the term 
“transhipper” means a floating craft 
or vessel, whether dump or self 
propelled on which gears are 
provided for discharging cargo from 
a barge or wharf and loading it into 
a ship. It can be seen that for a 
“transhipper” there has to be 

(a) , a floating craft or vessel on 
which gears are provided for 
discharging cargo 

(b) . a barge or a wharf and 

(c) . a ship 

In the present case, there is only 
mother vessel and daughter barge. 
The submission that loading and 
unloading cargo from mother vessel 
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and approaches. 

(4) It is not essential that all 
channels and approaches are to 
be mandatorily to be dredged for 
the reason that so long as natural 
depth/ draft at the concerned 
channel and approaches exist. 

(5) The port doesn't allow vessels 
to approach from anywhere and 
everywhere. 

(vlli). Even otherwise, inter-alia in 
view of the fact that under the 
aforesaid contract the MBPT has 
given permission to IIL to transit 
its cargo through MBPT port 
water limits on payment at the 
rate of f 15/- per tonne of cargo 
as all inclusive charges per metric 
tonne and IIL having acted‘upon 
such permission, IIL is bound and 
liable to pay the said charges at 
the rate of ^ 15/- per tonne to 
MBPT in respect of the said 
lighterage operations carried out 
by IIL. 

(ix) . Even otherwise, Sections 46 
and 33 of the said Major Port 
Trusts Act, 1963, operate 
independently and in a field not 
controlled by the provisions of 
Sections 48 and 49 of the said 
Major Port Trusts Act, 1963. 

(x) . Therefore, till a regular Scale 
of Rates Is framed by the TAMP 
in respect of said lighterage 
operations, the MBPT under, the 
aforesaid contract entered into 
with IIL is entitled to recover from 
IIL and IIL is bound to pay the 
said ail inclusive charges at the 
rate of t 15/- per tonne for the 
transit of cargo through MBPT 
port limits. 


to daughter barges amounts to 
erection of barge Is false and 
denied. It is denied that there is 
any agreement or contract entered 
into between MBPT and IIL as 
alleged. 

Without prejudice to the above 
submission, even if it is assumed 
for the sake of argument that the 
lighterage operations at BFL or 
beyond that the same is erection of 
“pier", the provisions of Section 46 
of the Major Port Trusts Act cannot 
be attracted. Section 46 is 
applicable only for certain activities 
within the port limit or port 
approaches. There cannot be any 
contract or imposition of any terms 
stipulated therein for the alleged 
erection of such pier at BFL which 
is admittedly beyond the port limit or 
port approaches. 

(ix) . Admittedly, till notification dated 
26.10.2006 BFL was not a part of 
port limit. Even after the said 
notification the entire BFL area 
does not fall into port limit. MBPT 
cannot levy any charge for 
lighterage operation at high sea. 
For VTMS or any other 
Surveillance, the payment of 
monthly port charges is being made 
in accordance with the law through 
the barges. It is, therefore, 
submitted that there cannot be 
double charges for the same 
services. 

(x) . The findings of the TAMP in its 
Order dated 17.3.2003 Is further 
relied upon whereby It has been 
held that the port approaches shall 
be defined by the Government. It 
has been observed that from 
practical point of view also, it Is 
necessary to define ttie port 
approaches. It is submitted that 
undefined limit of the port 
approaches shall give rise to^ 
serious ambiguity and the same is^ 
not permissible under the Act. 

(xi) . It is denied that the BFL forms 
the part of 'navigable channel 
leading to Mumbai port as 
Admittedly, MBPT has 'neither 
caused dredging activities nor the 
channel has been demarcated nor 
named specifically. It Is, therefore, 
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submitted that there is no contract 
or agreement between the MBPT 
and IIL as alleged and the 
submissions made by the MBPT in 
the said respect is required to be 
rejected. 

2) 

Whether the proposal 
•Mbmltted by MBPT 
for fixing of tariff in 
respect of lighterage 
operation^ carried out 
by vessels W the port 
approached ' 
deserves to be 
approved? 

(i) . Under Section 48 of the said 
Major Port Trusts Act, 1963, the 
TAMP is expected and enjoined 
to frame a Scale of Rates from 
time to time by notification in the 
Official Gazette and a statement 
of conditions under which any of 
the services specified therein are 
performed by MBPT or any other 
persons authorized under Section 
42 of the Major Port Trusts Act, at 
or in relation to the port or port 
approaches. 

(ii) , The services specified under 
the said Section 48 include 
transshipment of goods between 
vessels in the port or port 
approaches and also shipping of 
goods from vessels to or from any 
pier, land or building in 
possession of the Board or at any 
place within the limits of the port 
or port approaches or In relation 
to the concerned port or port 
approaches. Indisputably, the 
lighterage operations involve 
transshipment of goods at the 
port approaches an^ to say t|ie 
least, such lighterage qp@r§ti8n^ 
are undoubtedly in relation {§ port 
approaches of Mumbaj pgft as 
the same shipping (passage) 
involve of goods froffl t|i| pier/ 
BFL area to the Port, the sajd 
goods thereafter passes through 
the port waters of Mumbai Port as 
part of the package operations. 

(iii) . From the plain reading of 
Section 48 as stated above, the 
Authority is empowered to frame 
Scale of Rates in respect of all 
services mentioned to be 
performed by the Board, or any 
person who may be authorized by 
the Board as contemplated under 
Section 42 of the Major Port 
Trusts Act, 1963, or in relation to 
the port or port approaches. 

(Iv). Further from the reading of 
the said Section 48 of the Act, 
and particularly the word 
“performed" as appearing therein 

(i) . Lighterage operation at BFL 
area and beyond by IIL cannot be 
construed as any service performed 
by the Board or by other person 
authorized as per the terms of 
Section 42 of the Act. 

(ii) . MBPT, for the first time, raised 
the issue that VTMS is a service at 
or beyond the BFL and is being 
provided “in relation to the port or 
port approaches^ and so even if the 
lighterage operation is being carried 
beyond the port limit the MBPT is 
entitled to levy the charges. The 
said contention is fallacious and is 
also contrary to Section 48 of the 
Act. 

(iii) . Section 48 of the Act stipulates 
that TAMP will consider only those 
services mentioned in clause (a) to 
(e) of Section 48 of the Act. The 
services alleged by the MBPT are 
not a subject matter of Scale of 
Rates as prescribed under Section 
48 of the Act. 

(iv) . Thg legislation only intgmlg to 

limit the scope gf fef 

determination of the (griff by y§jp| 
fl’e wor0 services performed %\ gf jp 
relation to the por( op port 
approaches. Only thggg sepyiggs 
which could be perforrpgd at op jp 
relation to port or port approacj^gg 
shall be subject mattep of 
determination of the Scale of Rates 
by TAMP. In cases where the 
MBPT is either providing or may 
choose to provide any service 
which are not being performed at or 
in relation to the port or port 
approaches have to be out of the 
purview of the TAMP. TAMP need 
not frame Scale of Rates with 
respect to §yph services. 

(v) . This distinction shall fypther 
apparent from the plain pgggjng of 
Chapter V, “YV@rk and §gpvjgei to 
be provided g| port”. Seetigg |g gf 
the Major Pgpf Trusts Agl, 
further proving! 'power of t.hg iggpg 
to execute w@fK§ and geBlIaRCes". 
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It is clear that for the purposes of 
fixing of tariff, it is not necessary 
that the services mentioned 
therein are required to be 
provided by the port or any 
person authorized by the port 
essentially to any other third 
party. As per the language of the 
said Section even in a situation 
where a person is authorized by 
the port to perform (underline 
provided for) any of the services 
mentioned in the said Section at 
the port or port approaches or 
even In a situation where such 
services are performed by the 
concerned person in relation to a 
port or port approaches and not 
exactly within or at the port or port 
approaches also, the TAMP is 
empowered/ enjoined and fix 
necessary Scale of Rates In 
respect of such services. 

(V). In the present case, as per 
the proposal submitted by MBPT, 
tariff is required to be fixed by the 
Authority for the lighterage 
operations carried on at/ or in 
relation to Mumbai port/ port 
approaches. The words “in 
relation Ig* of the said Section 48 
of the said Afit are qyite 
significant. The said words would 
go tg indicate that this Authority 
has powen fo frame Scale of 
Rates in regpect of the services 
mentioned therein need not be 
confined pnjy ie area of the 
port Gr ^rt appp§§qhes, but on 
the gintfary this Aythority can 
Rigessary SgaiG of Rates 
in F€§pf6t pf services mentioned 
in the laid gaction 48 of tha said 
Act avan in the §vent @f any of 
such services being related to or 
in any way connected with the 
area of port (as defined under the 
Indian Ports Act, 1908) ef port 
approaches and performed by the 
persons who may be authoriied 
by MBPT- 

(vi)- The words “in relatjen to” as 
aepearing in the said Section 48 
ef the said Act, have a wide 
meaning and would clearly go to 
show that evon in respect of the 
services wh>oh may nqt teKa 
within the part limits or at the pprt 
aDproachea. but so long as such 


From bare reading of the said 
Section in particular and the entire 
Chapter V in general, it becomes 
apparent that the Board can 
perform several works and services 
which are definitely far more than 
those services which are stipulated 
under clause (a) to (e) of Section 48 
of the Act. Some of the works do 
not have relation to the port 
approaches i.e. as Section 35 (2)(a) 
stipulates further buildings required 
for the residence of the employees 
of the Board as the Board may 
consider necessary. For 

determination of the Scale of Rates 
only those services are relevant 
which are mentioned in Section 48 
of the Act and at or in relation to the 
port or port approaches. It is 
pertinent to point out that in case 
the legislation would have intended 
to apply the Scale of Rates for the 
services rendered beyond the port 
limit it would have simply mentioned 
the word “within or without the limits 
of the ports” (§g mentioned in 
Section 35 (1) gf thg A^) in Section 
48 of the Act, Insfold of using “at or 
in relation |o thl port gr port 
approachgi", 

(Vi); The MiPT hai railed the 
cjgntentien that it has been 
pfpviding lervieei in respect of 
lighteraie epefitien, intefai'a, in the 
nature of VTMi and 

gyryeillancq, m Th§ VTM8 ha§ a 
range fer beyend iPt and moniterg 
tng gljfct gemina ynder its range, 
it dee? oot pravide any specific 
serviet to the ve§§@i eerning to 
gfU, Further, qggp lighterage 
eeeratien the barges §n>er into 
MiPT water and they are paying all 
applieadle dyes \m ppt dues, it is 
ipeeially denied that the vtms 
previde any servieo te the ve§§§l§ 
arrivins at iPk APeve all, any lueh 
lyitem oannat juitlfy for impoiitien 
er earee related eharges. it wilt 
ameunt te double charging also as 
all the dyei arg being paid through 
the bifgei. it is also pertinent te 
itate trat the bargei only travel 
through the MBPT water while 
going te Dharamtaf port. There is 
no service perfigrined by MBPT at 
or in relation tO the port or port 
approaohee. It has also been 
d by the MBPT 
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services are in relation to or 
connected with the port or port 
approaches, the TAMP Is 
empowered/ enjoined to frame 
necessary Scale of Rates in 
respect of such services. 

(vii). In this regard, to ascertain 
the true and correct meaning of 
the word “in relation to”, useful 
reference to paragraph 15 of the 
Judgment of Hon'ble Supreme 
Court of India in the case of 
Mansukhfa! Dhanrs(J Jain A On 
V/9. Eknath Vlthal Ogale (2 SCO 
965) may be made. in the 
present case, the lighterage 
operations are carried out at the 
BFL area which is the port 
approach and such lighterage 
operations are carried out in 
relation to the port/ port 
approaches of Mumbai. The very 
essence of the pack:i^ge operation 
of undertaking lighterage at BFL 
area and transiting through MBPT 
to Dharamtar is essentially is in 
relation to port/ port approaches. 
Part of the said BFL area, on 
account of extension of port limits 
of Mumbai pursuant to the 
notification issued by the 
Government of India in the year 
2006 falls within the port limits of 
Mumbai. The above submission is 
fortified interalia by the frict that 
immediately after transshipment 
of the cargo in the concerned 
barges, the said cargo laden on 
concerned barges pass through 
the port water limits of the 
Mumbai ports. 

(viii). What is being proposed by 
MBPT is a cargo related charges 
in respect of such lighterage 
operations and not vessel related 
charges. Therefore, payment of 
vessel related charges in respect 
of the concerned vessels/ barges 
cannot be the ground of denial of 
fixation of cargo related charges 
in respect of the said lighterage 
operations carried on at the port 
approaches or in relation to the 
port/ port approaches of Mumbai 
port. In fact IIL vide letter dated 
17 January 1997 requested to 
reconsider the rate at f 6/- per 
metric tonne as charged in past to 
other port users. Only the 
quantum of charge was disputed 


in its Resolution No. 123 dated 
8.3.1994. 

(vii). No services are provided by 
MBPT, and the question of levy of 
charges by MBPT in respect of the 
lighterage operations carried out by 
the vessels at the port approaches 
does not arise. For framing the 
Scale of Rates under Section 48 of 
the MPT Act, the services rendered 
by the Board shall be within the port 
limit and port approaches and no 
extra territorial jurisdiction Is 
envisaged under the said provisions 
and it simply defines the scope of 
this Authority for detemnination of 
the tariff. 
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by IIL. 

(ix). The submissions of ML that 
not only the port limits but aiso 
me port approaches are required 
to be defined by the Government 
as contemplated under the 
provisions of MPT . Act is 
misconceived. Under die Major 
Port Trusts Act and particularly 
Section 2 (q) of the Act port 
means any Major Port to which 
the said Act applies interalia 
under the provisions of Indian 
Ports Act. As against this, if one 
sees the definition of “port 
approaches” as defined under 
Section 2(r) of the said Major Port 
Trusts Act. It may be seen that 
"port approaches" in relation to a 
port would mean those parts of 
the navigable rivers and channels 
leading to port in which the Indian 
Ports Act is in force. From a 
dose reading of the said Section 
and In particular the words “in 
relation to" and in the light of the 
aforesaid Supreme Court 
Judgment, it would be clear that 
as per the said Section, “port 
approaches" is not an integral 
part of the port covered by the 
Indian Ports Act. On the contrary, 
as per the said definition, “the 
port approaches" and “port” are 
; two separate subject matters. A 
"port approach" Is nothing but 
those parts of the navigable rivers 
and channels leading to a port in 
which the Indian Ports Act is In 
force”. Further, from the reading 
of the said Section, it is also clear 
that the concerned rivers and 
channels leading to a port in the 
said Section need not be even 
defined or named by Government 
of any other Authority. In the 
present case, substantial part of 
the BFL area pursuant to the 
extension of the port limits of 
Mumbai port by the notification 
issued by Government of India in 
the year 2006; falls within the port 
limits. The remaining part 
thereof, undoubtedly forms part of 
port approaches leading to the 
Mumbai port. As stated above, 
the BFL point^abuts the port limits 
of Mumbai port. 

fx). The material on record '50 to 
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prove that the BFL area 
undoubtedly forms part of port 
approaches. Even assuming but 
not admitting that some portion of 
the BFL area does not form part 
of the Mumbai port or port 
approaches of Mumbai port, the- 
lighterage operations carried out 
at the said BFL area are 
undoubtedly in relation to the 
Mumbai port and/ or the port 
approaches. TAMP Is, therefore, 
empowered and authorized to 
frame necessary Scale of Rates 
in respect of the said lighterage 
operations carried out/ performed 
at the BFL area, 


I (xi). Further, as per the provisions 
of Section 48 of the Act, the 
requirement under Section 42 of 
the said Act i.e. previous 
permission of the Central 
Government for the purpose of 
authorizing any person to 
perform/ carry out the services 
specified therein need not hold up 
fixation of tariff by this Authority 
for the concerned services to be 
provided by the port at the port or 
in relation to the port approaches, 
etc. Once a tariff is fixed for such 
services, before authorizing any 
person to perform the said 
services at the port/ port 
approaches or in relation to the 
port approaches, MBPT would 
take necessary permission of 
Central Government for the said 
purpose. Further, the fact 
remains that IlL has undertaken 
the operations since 1994, 
pursuant to the permission given 
by MBPT on the condition of 
payment of the said charges at 
T 15/- per tonne. 

(xii). Moreover, under Section 49 
of the said Act also, TAMP is 
expected and enjoined to frame a 
Scale of Rates and statement of 
conditions under which any 
property belonging to or in 
possession or occupation of 
MBPT or any place within the 
limits of port or port approaches 
may be used for the purposes 
mentioned in the said Section. 
The purposes mentioned in the 
said Section include approaching, 
lying at or alongside any place as 


f 
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aforesaid by vessels, and any 
other use of any land belonging to 
or provided by the Board. 

(xiii). Even otherwise, in view of 
the fact that the lighterage 
operations carried out at the said 
BFL area undoubtedly involve 
use of MBPT port waters within 
the port limits of Mumbai Port 
Trust for the transit of cargo 
involved as integral part of the 
operation, even by virtue of 
Section 49 of the said Act also 
TAMP is entitled/ enjoined to 
frame the Scale of Rates for such 
operations. 

- 

3) 

Whether the rate of 
?15/- per metric 
tonrfe as prescribed 
by MBPT for the 
concerned lighterage 
operations at BFL 
area is reasonable? 

The said charge of ? 15/- per 
tonne is in the nature of fee. The 
MBPT provides services in 
respect of the said lighterage 
operations, interalia, in the nature 
of VTMS services and 
surveillance etc. which involves 
sizable establishment expenditure 
and operational expenses. 
Moreover, on account of 
lighterage operations carried out 
at the BFL area, the opportunity 
loss of MBPT could be at the rate 
of f 106/- per tonne. Opportunity 
loss is an accepted concept 
Further in law, as heMd by various 
Supreme Court Judgments 
including a judgment of Supreme 
Court reported In AIR 1983 SC 
617, there should not be, 
mathematical exactitude between 
a fees charged and expenses 
incurred by an Authority, a broad 
co-relation is enough. 

In the present case, such broad 
co-relationship is in existence. 
Moreover, for similar lighterage 
operations at inner anchorages of 
MBPT, the tariff has already been 
fixed by this Authority by which 
the revenue to the port is more 
than If 15/- per tonne. In this 
regard, to be more specific, even 
as per the average figure of 
revenue earned by MBPT in 
respect of lighterage operations 
carried out at the inner 
anchorages within the extended 
port limits of MBPT for the period 
of 20.11.2006 to 26*03.2008, the 
aggregate revenue works out to 
T19.69 per tonne. Needless to 
state that In the present case 

(i) . The levy of charge in respect of 
lighterage operation at BFL area is 
illegal. The MBPT has no authority 
to charge any amount for lighterage 
operation at BFL area. 

(ii) . No justification tenable in law 
has been shown or made out by 
MBPT for levy of charges at the rate 
of ^ 15/- per tonne in respect of 
lighterage operation at BFL area. ' 

(iii) . As regards the contention of 
MBPT about the opportunity loss, 
so called opportunity loss at f 105/- 
per tonne is highly misconceived. It 
appears that the MBPT has 
reckoned those cargoes which 
would have been unloaded at its 
port. In the present case no activity 
at the port is being taken place. In 
fact, the cargo laden barges only 
travel through the water of MBPT 
upto Dharamtar port. It is reiterated 
that all applicable dues are being 
paid at Dharamtar port. It is 
pertinent to state that even for 
MBPT it is not possible to handle all 
the volumes at the port Itself. It 
would lead to congestion. Hence, 
the alleged loss of opportunity is 
highly speculative in nature. 

(iv) . For IIL also, cargo operation at 
the port of MBPT had never been 
intended. It has no relation to the 
alleged loss with respect to the 
lighterage operation at MBPT. it 
was only meant for its captive jetty 
for Dharamtar port. 

(v) . In case IIL starts discharging 
through Mumbai port for handling 
averaoe discharge of 15,000 tonnes 

' 
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however, MBPT is being deprived 
of its other revenue which in the 
case of lighterage operations at 
Inner anchorage MBPT would 
have earned. Therefore, viewed 
from any angle, the rate of ? 15/- 
per tonne as proposed by MBPT 
is fair and just. Further, the said 
proposal of f 15/- per tonne has 
been made by MBPT way back In 
the year 1994. Therefore, In the 
year 2010 even considering 
Inflationary trends/ WPI also, the 
said proposal of T 15/- per tonne 
is very much reasonable. 

The proposal of MBPT for fixation 
of tariff X 15/- per tonne for the 
said lighterage operation at BFL 
area is pending before this 
Authority since the year 1997. 
The Authority in law, and 
particularly with the facts and 
circumstances of the present 
case and as per the applicable 
policy, is empowered/ enjoined to 
fix necessary tariff for the said 
lighterage operation at BFL area 
as per the proposal of MBPT 
submitted in the year 1997 to this 
Authority. 


per day, 500 trucks may be required 
which will lead to not only the traffic 
congestion but also pollute the city 
of Mumbai. It will be nightmarish 
experience for the citizens. 

(Vi). It has been stated by the MBPT 
that within the extended port limit of 
the MBPT for the period of 
20.11.2006 to 26.03.2008 the 
aggregate revenue works out to be 
f 19,69 per tonne. So, by 
extending the port limit and applying 
the Scale of Rates the MBPT has 
started earning the additional 
revenue which was not otherwise 
available to it. Now, how can they 
justify the imposition of the charges 
which was never available to it. It 
has become available to it only after 
extension of the port limit. The levy 
of charges could be done strictly in 
accordance to law. There was no 
Impediment before the MBPT and 
for any latches any lacunae, if any, 
IIL cannot be saddled and make to 
suffer. The Scale of Rates has 
already been framed by the TAMP 
and further extension beyond the 
limits of the MBPT is not 
permissible. 


The proposal submitted by MBPT (vil). It is, therefore, submitted that 
for fixing of necessary tariff for the proposal made by MBPT for the 
lighterage operations bt the BFL review of cargo related charges 
area at the rate of ? 15/- per may be rejected, 
tonne requires to be approved by 
this Authority, 


Jovember 2010. 


A copy of the rejoinder filed by IIL was forwarded to MBPT vide our letter dated 12 


' 3' A joint hearing on the case in reference was held in the Office of this Authority on 

'8 January 2011 and Chairman and Member were present. The counsel appearing for. IIL 
requested for an adjournment in view of the non-availability of their Senior Counsel and due to late 
receipt of advice from their clients. The MBPT had no objection to accede to the request of IIL. 
The MBPT was advised to coordinate with IIL and communicate a mutually convenient date for the 
r ext date of hearing. 

14.1. The hearing on the case in reference was set up on 17 February 2011 at the 
Office of this Authority. The MBPT ard IIL were represented by their respective Counsel / Senior 
Counsel and Senior officials. 

14.2. Based on the written and oral submissions made by both the parties, several 
issues emerged which were flagged and the clarifications of both the parties were sought. 

14.3. The Counsels appearing for both the parties noted down the various issues raised 
for their clarifications and requested for an opportunity to file their written clarifications. The 
request was allowed by this Authority, The MBPT was advised to furnish its written clarifications 
vlthin three weeks with a copy to IIL. The IIL was required to furnish its response within a week’s 
tine. 
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14.4. In view of the time required by both the parties, the proceedings could not be 

concluded. The parties agreed and recorded their consent to extend the date of disposal of this 
case tiil 30 June 2011. 

15.1 As agreed at the joint hearing held on 17 February 2011 and after grant of 

extension of time to MBPT at its request, the port fited its clarifications vide its letter dated 25 
March 2011. A copy of MBPT letter dated 25 March 2011 was fbnwarded to ML advising the IIL to 
furnish Its views and comments within a week’s time vide our letter dated 28 March 2011. After 
grant of extension of time to ItL at its request, the IIL filed Its response on the clarifications 
furnished by MBPT vide its letter dated 15 April 2011, A comparative position of the various issues 
raised In the joint hearing held on 17 February 2011 for the clarifications of MBPT and IIL and the 
clarifications furnished by both the parties are tabulated below: 


SI. 

No. 


1 ) 


issues raised for 
clarifications 


Whether TAMP is to fix a 
general tariff for lighterage 
operation or a specific 
tariff only for the operation 
of IIL? 


Response of MBPT on the 
issues raised for clarifications 


The MBPT on 20.03.1197 had 
submitted a proposal for fixation 
of a general tariff for lighterage 
operations (i.e. discharge of 
cargo from mother vessel Into 
barges) carried on at BFL area 
which forms part of port 
approach and corresponding 
transit of cargo through port 
water limits of port of Mumbai. 

This proposal was submitted by 
MBPT with an object of bringing 
transparency and uniformity in 
the matter of levy of charges/ 
tariff in respect of lighterage 
operations carried on at BFL 
and corresponding transit of 
cargo through port water limits 
of port of Mumbai. 

This proposal was submitted 
also bearing in mind the fact that 
transit operations carried on at 
BFL area and transit of cargo 
through port water limits by the 
concerned vessels undoubtedly 
resulted in deprivation of 
revenue, which otherwise the 
port/ National Exchequer would 
have earned in the form of port 
related charges. 

On account of such lighterage 
operations at BFL area and 
corresponding transit of cargo 
through port water limits to some 
other port as a package 
operation, huge amount of 
capital expenditure, running into 
several crores of rupees, which 
the port has incurred on 
construction of berths and 
related facilities which are made 
available at the port remain 


Response of IIL on the issues 
raised for clarifications 


The MBPT or TAMP cannot fix a 
tariff for IIL different than what Is 
applicable to other parties doing 
the same kind of operation. 
Therefore, the tariff that is 
sought to be fixed by MBPT has 
to be understood as general 
tariff applicable to all parties 
doing lighterage operations 
within the area where the port is 
entitled to levy tariff, i.e. within 
the port limits and approaches. 

in regard to all vessels bringing 
in cargo for IIL, wherever the 
cargo is discharged from the 
mother vessel, the daughter 
vessel carried through the port 
limits of Mumbai, for which the 
vessel related charges are duly 
paid by the IIL and there is no 
dispute between MBPT and IIL 
in that behalf. 

As per Chapter It, clause 2.2 of 
the MBPT Scale of Rates, which 
is effective from 1.9.2006 and is 
fixed by TAMP and already 
published in the Gazette, IIL is 
being charged regularly beyond 
2006 and, therefore, TAMP is 
not required to fix any charges in 
that behalf. As a matter of fact, 
as stated above, TAMP cannot 
fix a differential rate for IIL. 

It is an admitted position that the 
transit operations were carried 
on at the BFL area and then the 
cargo transited through the port 
water limits. Obviously, there is 
no dispute in regard to the 
transiting part; and, it is an 
admitted position that the 
lighterage operation is carried 
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underutilized. Hence, the 

eiement of opportunity loss 
needs to be reckoned. Such 
underutilization of facilities, In 
turn, result in increased 
operation cost on the part of 
MBPT and also non-realisation 
of adequate returns on capital 
employed-by MBPT for providing 
the said necessary belittles at 
the port. Once general tariff is 
fixed in respect of lighterage 
operations carried on at BFL 
area and transit of cargo through 
port water limits of port of 
Mumbai by TAMP, the 
applicable tariff would be sameA 
uniform for every one (including 
ILi.) who would undertake such 
lighterage operations at BFL 
area and transit of cargo to any 
other ports through Mumbai port 
waters. 

on at the BFL, which was, In any 
event, outside the port limits and 
port approaches before 2006, 
when the port limits were 
extended. 

Rest of the further submissions 
made by the MBPT and 
answered to the above query 
has no relevance because 
TAMP has already fixed cargo 
related charges for 

transshipment and lighterage by 
the 2006 notification. 


- 

2) 

(i). if tariff is to be 
approved by TAMP in 
terms of MPT Act, 1963, 
what is the significance of 
the MBPT repeatediy 
stressing about the 
concluded contract 

between MBPT and iiL? 

The material on record and the 
pleadings already submitted by 
MBPT clearly go to prove that: 

(a) . There was a concluded 
contract between MBPT and IIL 
since 25.04.1993. 

(b) . Pursuant to the said 
contract, IIL started deriving the 
benefit of permission granted by 
MBPT for the package deal for 
lighterage operations at BFL 
area and corresponding transit 
of cargo through port water 
limits of Port of Mumbai 
(hereinafter collecting referred 
as the said lighterage operation 
at BFL area) resulting in saving 
of enormous amount by IIL, 
which otherwise IIL had to incur 
in the absence of the package 
deal. 

(c) . Further, for the purpose of 
bringing transparency and 
uniformity in the matter of levy of 
tariff / charges in respect ‘of 
lighterage operations carried at, 
in the year 1997, after formation 
of TAMP, the MBPT has 
submitted necessary proposal 
for fixation of cargo related 
charges at ?15 per tonne in 
respect of such lighterage 
operations, as alt inclusive cargo 
related charges. The said 
proposal is under consideration 
by TAMP. 

Till the fixation of such general 
tariff, the MBPT and IIL would 

The short point is that there has 
been writ petitions filed by both 
the sides, and the last oi^er is 
the order of the Division Bench 
of the Hob’ble High Court of 
Bombay, dated 10 August 2009. 
Under this Order, TAMP has 
been directed to decide on the 
proposals filed by MBPT and the 
objections raised by IIL in that 
behalf. 

The disputed period is the 
period prior to 20.11.2006. On 
20.11.2006, the port limits were 
extended to cover the area 
where the lighterage operations 
by IIL have been taking place. 
And beyond 2006, there is tariff 
available, according to which IIL 
has been paying and, therefore, 
there is no dispute in regard to 
the place of operation and 
payment to be made to IIL. 

All disputes are for the period 
prior to 2006. 

It is denied that pursuant to any 
alleged contrad IiL derived 
benefit of permissions granted 
by MBPT for the ‘'package deal” 
for lighterage operations at BFL 
area and corresponding transit 
of cargo through port water 
limits of port o^ Mumbai as 
alleged. It is submitted that the 
BFL area is out of the territorial 
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be bound by the contractual 
terms. ,lt also needs to be 
stressed that but for the said 
contract between MBPT and 
ILL, MBPT is not bound and 
obliged to permit ML to carry on 
lighterage operations at the said 
BFL area. 

It also needs to be clarified that 
the lighterage / discharge 
operations at BFL area 
constitute one composite 
operation / package deal. Under 
the aforesaid contract NL has 
obtained permission of MBPT to 
carry out the said composite 
operation. 

It also needs to be mentioned 
that IlL has neither deferred its 
said lighterage operations at 
BFL area and / or waited for 
fixation of general tariff by TAMP 
or any Authority in respect of 
lighterage operations at BFL 
area. On the contrary, the said 
IlL has indisputably commenced 
the said lighterage operations at 
the said BFL, only under the 
shelter of permission granted by 
MBPT under the aforesaid 
contract. However, when MBPT 
demanded its legitimate dues, 
IlL has chosen wrongly to 
contend to the effect that in the 
absence of a particular tariff, 
MBPT cannot claim the charges 
in respect of said lighterage 
operations from IlL. At the same 
time, it is also contended by IlL 
that MBPT cannot disturb the 
said lighterage operations 
carried on at BFL area by ML. 
The material on record would 
clearly go to show that IlL has 
raised disputes on the aforesaid 
lines before the Hon’ble High 
Court of Mumbai, inter alia, by 
filing Writ Petitions. The record 
also go to show that the Hon’ble 
High Court, wWle referring the 
dispute to be decided by TAMP 
by way of an interim 
arrangement has already fixed 
the rate of ? 6 per tonne. 

While answering the above 
issue, TAMP’s attention is once 
again invited to the fact that 
immediately after entering into 


limits of MBPT. In the absence 
of any interim order, IlL continue 
to pay sums as demanded by 
the MBPT under protest. From 
1998, IlL has been paying 
without prejudice, f6 per tonne 
of cargo against a demand of 
?15 per tonne. MBPT has given 
an undertaking that. If it does not 
succeed in fixation of tariff, It will 
refund to IlL the sum of ^6 per 
tonne: and. If the rate is fixed in 
its favour and as claimed by it, 
the difference would be paid by 
ML to MBPT. Ultimately, by the 
last Order, the Hon’ble High 
Court has directed TAMP to fix 
this rate, which should be 
effective from 1998 till 2006. 

In view of the above, it is 
submitted that TAMP has to 
consider; 

(a) , since TAMP has fixed a tariff 
in 2006, then that tariff cannot 
be less than earlier period and 
the tariff so fixed should be less 
than the tariff which was fixed in 
2006. 

(b) . TAMP’s tariff Order may be 
restricted to Port’s limit and port 
approaches. 

It is an admitted position that 
until 2006 lighterage operations 
were being carried out by IlL 
beyond the BFL, an area 
beyond the limits of the MBPT 
and the area does not come 
within the limits of the port 
approaches either. . 

This aspect has been directed to 
be decided by TAMP by the 
High Court. In any event, this is 
true or else there was no need 
to extend the port limits. 

The MBPT has submitted 
proposals for fixation of cargo 
related charges at ^15 per tonne 
in respect of such lighterage 
operations carried on at BFL 
area which is opposed by ILL. 
As pointed out hereinabove, the 
BFL area (prior to 2006) did not 
come vwthin the limits of port 
and there is no question of fixing 
any charges for the same. As 
regards the proposal to fix tariff 
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(ii). Can tariff be set by 
contract between a port 
and user. MBPT itself 
says its jurisdiction to levy 
rates is subject to 
approval and notification 
of such rates by TAMP? 


the contract as already pleaded 
by MBPT for some period i.e., 
from 08 03.1994 to 08.02,2000, 
in fact, the III had paid cargo 
related charges for the said 
transshipment operations at ? 15 
per tonne to MBPT. 

Therefore, it would be clear that 
TAMP is expected to adjudicate 
on two separate and distinct 
issues: 

(i) . The liability of ML to pay 
MBPT, all inclusive cargo 
related charges at ^45 per tonne 
in respect of the said lighterage 
operations carried on by IIL at 
BFL area. 

(ii) . Whether the proposal filed 
by the MBPT in the year 1997 
for fixation of a general tariff in 
respect of the said lighterage 
operations carried on at BFL 
area deserve favourable 
consideration or not? 

In the aforesaid premises, 
MBPT is justified in its request to 
TAMP that both the aforesaid 
issues may kindly be 
adjudicated by TAMP. 


It has never been the contention 
of MBPT that a tariff (as 
contemplated under MPT Act, 
1963 or Scale of Rates) can be 
set by a contract between a port 
and user. Undoubtedly, tariff 
fixation is always subject to the 
approval and notification of such 
rates by TAMP. However, as 
already made clear by MBPT, in 
the present case, the provisions 
of tariff fixation i.e., Section 42 
read with 48 and 49 of MPT Act, 
1963 do not impinge in any 
manner the powers of MBPT to 
enter into contracts as 
contemplated under Section 33 
of MPT Act. 1963 read with 
Section 46 of the said Act. 
Provisions of the said section 42 
read with Sections 48 and 49 
and provisions .of Section 33 
read with Section 46 of the said 
MPT Act 1963 operate in totally 
different fields and do not 
overlap each other. 


for the period after 2006, it does 
not survive since TAMP has 
already fixed charges by 
notification dated 20.11.2006 
which is already gazetted. 
Therefore, it is unnecessary for 
TAMP to fix any tariff for the 
period up to 2006, since the 
transshipment was. outside the 
limits and port approaches, 
where the jurisdiction of TAMP 
does not extend. 


MBPT, in their further 
submissions, have admitted that 
they have never contended that 
tariff, can be set by contract 
between a port and user. The 
said submissions is contrary to 
the submissions made by MBPT 
and answer to question no. 2(i) 
above, it is submitted that tariff 
fixation has also been subject to 
the approval of Central 
Government and notification of 
such rates in the gazette. In 
view of the said admission by 
MBPT. tariff could not be fixed 
by contract between the port 
and user. 


MBPT has adopted 
vacillating stand: 
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(I). It has submitted a 
proposal before TAMP for 
fixing taiifF under Section 

48. This shows the rates 
levied will be legal only 
when it Is approved under 
Section 48 by TAMP. But 
the port has taken 
different stands at 
different point of time 
during the arguments. 

(ii). MBPT says that it has 
authority to enter Into the 
contract by virtue of 
Sections 33. and 46 which 
are neither affected nor 
controlled by Sections 48, 

49, 42 and 47 (A). If so. 
why the prQposal? 

(ill). MBPT says that IIL 
has erected a pier and 
therefore under Section 
46, MBPT is within its 
rights to impose any 
condition including 

payment of charges. If so, 
why TAMP approval under 
Section 48 is being 
sought? 

(i\/), MBPT says that 
Sections 46 and 33 
operate independently 
and not controlled by 
Sections 48 and 49. In 
the same breath, it says 
that TAMP is empowered 
to frame the Scale of 
Rates in respect of all 
services performed by the 
Board. 

(V). What is the final stand 
of MBPT? If they want to 
maintain that the charges 
levied from IIL is as per 
the contract under Section 
33, then they should 
withdraw the proposal. If 
the contract is disputed by 
the other party, TAMP is 
not a forum to determine 
the rights and obligations 
of the parties to the 
contract. 


The MBPT has never adopted 
any vacillating stand. The stand 
of MBPT has been consistent as 
aforesaid. It is the specific case 
of MBPT that the said lighterage 
operations canied on at BFL 
area by IIL, are based on the 
contra(i entered way back in the 
year 1994 by and between 
MBPT and IIL The dispute 
between MBPT and IIL is \Mth 
regard to liability of IIL to pay 
and right of MBPT to recover 
cargo recover charges at 715 
per tonne in respect of the said 
lighterage operations canied on 
continuously by IIL at BFL area. 

The said dispute even in terms 
of Orders passed by the Hon'bie 
High Court in the Writ Petitions 
(filed by none else but ML) 
indisputably needs to be 
adjudicated and resolved by 
TAMP. However, such 
resolution of dispute should not 
be mixed up or confused with 
the proposal submitted by MBPT 
in the yeaf 1997 for fixation of 
general tariff in respect of such 
operations which may be and / 
or might have been carried out 
by any body including IIL or 
similarly placed «p^i6S at the 
said BFL area with effect from 
the date of such proposal.. 
However, that does not and 
would not mean that submission 
of such a proposal, till the- 
fixation of tariff by TAMP would 
In any way curtail or adversely 
affect the rights and / or 
entitlement of MBPT to claim 
recovery of cargo related 
charges at the rate of ^15 per 
tonne in respect of the said 
lighterage operations and as 
agreed under the contract 
between IIL and MBPT. 

The said contract has been 
entered into beNveen the said 
parties way back in the year 
1994. In the aforesaid premises, 
it may be seen that the said 
proposal (submitted in the year 
1997) and the entitlement of 
MBPT to recover the said cargo 
related charges under the 
contractual agreement datin 


It has submitted a propoeai 
before TAMP for fixing tariff 
under Section 46. This shows 
the rates levied will be legal only 
when it is approved under 
Section 48 by TAMP,, but the 
port has taken different stands 
at different point of time during 
the arguments. MBPT has 
adopted vacillating stand. TAMP 
has noted that MBPT has 
adopted vacillating stand as 
mentioned In the query. It is 
pertinent to note that the 
submissions made by MBPT 
and answered to query no 2(i) 
above contains that tariff fixed 
by contract in the year 1994 by 
and between MBPT and ML 
while answer to the query no. 2 
(ii) admits by MBPT tariff could 
not be fixed by contract between 
the port and user. 

It is an admitted fact that the 
dispute is in • respect of 
lighterage operation carried on 
at BFL area by ML prior to 2006 
as pointed herein above, prior to 
2006, BFL area did not come 
within the port limits or port 
approaches and MBPT was 
therefore, not entitled to any 
charges for the said lighterage 
operation at BFL area, nor is 
TAMP empowered to fix tariff 
outside the limits of port and port 
approaches. 
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back to the year 1994 are totally 
separate issues independent of 
each other. 

Further, in the light of the Orders 
passed by the Hon'ble High 
Court in the concerned writ 
petitions also, TAMP is entitled / 
empowered to fix necessary 
rates from the date of 
submission of proposal, which 
as aforesaid has been submitted 
in the year 1997 by MBPT. 
Therefore, viewed from any 
angle, merely because MBPT, 
has in accordance with its legal 
rights in the matter of 
contractual dispute between 
MBPT and IIL, prayed for 
recovery of its legitimate dues 
under the contract between 
MBPT and IIL, MBPT is not 
required to withdraw the 
proposal submitted by it. The 
said proposal, has been 
submitted with a view to bring 
transparency and uniformity in 
the matter of levy of tariff in 
respect of such discharge 
operations carried on at BFL 
area. 

Further, IIL raised dispute before 
Hon’ble High Court in the 
concerned Writ Petitions filed by 
it wrongly denying its contractual 
obligations to pay to MBPT the 
agreed cargo charges aft the rate 
of f 15 per tonne with effect from 
the year 1994 ( from the date 
when the said lighterage 
operations are being (carried on 
ML at BFL area ). The said 
dispute as aforesaid, has been 
specifically referred by the 
Hon'ble High Court of Bombay 
to TAMP for necessary 
adjudication. Therefore, TAMP 
is undoubtedly the Forum 
(chosen by parties and as 
directed by the Hon'ble High 
Court) to determine the right and 
obligations of MBPT and ItL 
under the aforesaid contract 
which came into existence way 
back in the year 1994. Needless 
to state that, it is only on 
account of pendency of the 
dispute and in the hope and 
expectation that the same would 
be adiudicated by TAMP, till the 






[W] 



Whether the letue of the 
disputed area falling 
outside the port limits Is 
resolved by the post 20(^ 
notification of the 
Government? This Is not 
clear as MBPT says only 
“substantial portion of the 
said BFL area falls within 
the limits of Mumbai port". 


Whether the proposal 
seeks retrospective fixing 
of tariff and if so from 
which date? 


(I). MBPT maintains that 
TAMP has the power to 
look into the rates leviable 
In the III case as the 
Hon’ble High Court has 
already remitted the 
matter to TAMP, but 
TAMP does not have am 


adjudication of the said dispute, 
MBPT has been permitting lit to 
carry out ilghterage operations 
at the BFL area and to let the 
j^o laden vWseis of III to 
pass through tHd MBPT port 
water limits whicti otherwise, the 
MBPT is not bound to. The 
aforesaid query is answered 
eeeordlnQlv. 


It is true that post 2006 
notification of the Government 
has not completely resolved the 
Issue of dispute area falling 
outside |ha port 
Undoubtedly i(s rl^tly 
contended by MB#T, BFl 
is port approech: TtnSfiiDre, 
sofares the lighterage 
operiitlons carried on In the said 
BFL area, which a^ aforesaid, is 
at port approach area, apart 
from adjudicating the dispute 
between the lit and MBPT In 
respect of entltlerniint of MBPT 
to recover cargo related charges 
from IIL at T16 per tonne In 
respect of the sdld lighterage 
operations. It is alio necessary 
to Sx a general tariff for the 
purpose as afprasald to bring 
transparency and | uniformity in 
the matter of levy of tariff for 
such operations. The aforesaid 
Query is answer acOordlngly. 


The MBPT does not seek 
retrospective fixation of tariff by 
TAMP. Hovyever, MBPT 
undoubtedly seeks and expects 
TAMP to fix necessary tariff with 
effect from the date of proposal. 
Such fixation of tariff from the 
date of the said' proposal by 
TAMP Is legally permissible and 
legitimate and cannot be 
construed as a proposal by 
MDrT fitting the tariff with 

retrospective effect, 

In the light of the directions 
iisued by the HonlJie High 
Court, TAMP Is expected to sM 
1^ declsion,on the said propoiP. 

With specific reference to query 
no. (I), ibid, it heeds to be 
clarified that the submissions of 
MBPT In relation to the 
contractual agreements entered 
into by MBPT with IIL which as 
submitted earlierv date back to 



The submissions made by (he 
MBPT that 2006 notificafion has 
not completely resolved the 
Issue of dispute area faUing 
outside the port Hants la Mad. 


There cannot be any dispute in 
this behalf, as both the parties 
have agreed and the High Court 
has directed that what is 
requested by port and whs* is 
contested by IIL would be 
determined by TAMP and would 
apply wMh ratrespecttve affact 
from 1096, 6si time vMen the 
Interim Orir staMi to operete, 
and would apply Hi I006, 
the new tariff came into teroe. 
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power to fix the rates TAMP coming into existence, 
retrospectiveiy or reopen Undoubtediy. between the 
the contractual agreement period 1994 i.e., the date of 
entered by MBPT with the contract till 1997 i.e., the period 
third parties. prior to formation of TAMP, 

TAMP cannot fix any general 
tariff retrospectiveiy or even re¬ 
open or disturb the contractuai 
agreements between MBPT and 
ilL which came Into force during 
the said period. However, at the 
same time, it must be stated that 
once TAMP finds that a 
contractual arrangement did 
exist between MBPT and IIL 
since the year 1994 and TAMP 
will have to adjudicate the said 
dispute raised by IIL with regard 
to its liability to pay lighterage 
charges in the light of the said 
contractual arrangement and not 
otherwise. In any event, in view 
of the direction given by the 
Hon’ble High Court also, the 
dispute between IIL and MBPT 
will have to be resolved by 
TAMP, interalia, taking into 
consideration the aforesaid 
contractual arrangement 
between IIL and MBPT. It was in 
this context a submission has 
been made by MBPT that the 
said contractual agreement 
which has been already in 
existence way back since the 
1994 cannot be reopened by 
TAMP as the said contractual 
agreement is governed by 
provisions of Section 33 read 
with Section 46 of the MPT Act, 
1963, The said sections 33 and 
46, operate in a field totally 
independent of the field 
governed by section 42 read 
with Sections 48 and 49 of MPT 
Act, 1963 which, inter alia, 
contain provisions forTIxatlon of 
general tariff by TAMP. 


(ii)- If contract is 
sacrosanct, will it mean a 
port can avoid tariff fixing 
by not filing a proposal 
and take a stand that the 
contract would prevail till 
tariff is fixed? 


With specific reference to query 
(ii) ibid, the stand of MBPT has 
already been made clear. The 
MBPT never intended to avoid 
tariff fixation. The MBPT has 
always been ready and willing to 
subserve the contractual 
arrangement to the general tariff 
in the event of necessary tariff 
acceptable to MBPT being fixed 
by TAMP from such date as this 
Authority may deem fit and 
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(ili). In any case, MBPT 
Itself has filed a proposal 
in 1997 and, therefore, 
TAMP can set tariff from 
that day. MBPT itself 
admits that the proposal of 
MBPT for fixation of tariff 
at T15/- per tonne for the 
said lighterage operation 
at BFL is pending before 
TAMP since-1997. 


MBPT says that a direct or 
specific benefit of service 
is not necessary, general 
benefit is enough to justify 
the levy of “fee". Tariff 
guidelines of 2005 which 
are the policy direction of 
the Government under 
Section 111 prescribe a 
cost plus method of tariff 
determination. There is a 
no provision to consider 
the proposal of MBPT to 
fix the tariff based on 
opportunity cost or value 
based tariff. 

Aii the services listed by 
MBPT are vessei related 
services. The issue of 
recovery of vessel related 
charges Is not in dispute. 
The proposal Is to fix a 
cargo related charge. 
What are the specific 
services provided to the 
cargo? What are the costs 
involved? 


proper. However, at the same 
time, It needs to be mentioned 
that till the fixation of such tariff 
the contractual agreement 
between MBPT and IIL has to 
be respected. 

With reference to query (iii) ibid, 
the stand of MBPT has already. 
been made clear, 



The Law of the land as laid 
down by the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court in the matter of tariff 
fixation is clear. The Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the concerned 
judgments has made it clear' to 
the effect that there need not be 
any mathematical exactitude 
between the rate or tariff that is 
being levied by the Authority and 
the corresponding costs which 
the Authority may be required to 
spend in respect of concerned 
services for which such a rate / 
tariff is sought to be fixed. 
Therefore, even the tariff 
guidelines of 2005 are required 
to subserve to the law of the 
land. 

From a bare perusal of the said 
tariff guidelines of 2005 
(Including Clause 2.2. thereof) 
also, it can be seen that the said 
tariff guidelines are guidelines 
which are directive and not 
mandatory In nature. Therefore,, 
the said guidelines dp not seek 
to do away fair play at the joints 
in the matter of tariff fixation by 
TAMP. Moreover, from the 
reading of the said clause 2.2 of 
the said guidelines, it would be 
clear that as per the said 
guidelines, TAMP is expected to 
be guided by 8 parameters as 
set out thereunder. One of the 
parameters set out in the sub 
Clause (ii) of the said Clasue 
2.2. makes a mention of 
“ensuring just and foir return to 
ports". In the present case, as 
stated above, the transshipment 


MBPT was not providing any 
cargo related services to IIL for 
lighterage operations at BFL 
area. It is denied that direct or 
specific benefit of service is not 
necessary, general benefit is 
enough to justify the levy of fee 
as alleged. It is denied that tariff 
guidelines of 2005 provides for 
levy of alleged fees. As pointed 
out hereinabove, the lighterage 
operations were carried out at 
the BFL, which was outside the 
port limits and port approaches 
and MBPT are not entitled to 
levy any charges for the same. 
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operations BFL.deprIvet the port 
of its opportunity to get fair 
returns against huge outlay of 
capital expenditure in respect of 
various fecitities, including vast 
berthing facilities created by the 
port. Therefore, it would be clear 
that the lighterage operations, in 
fact, ultimately result in 
deprivation of revenue to the 
national exchequer in the form 
of port charges which otherwise 
would have-been earned by the 
port for the benefit of national 
exchequer. 

Further, from a close scrutiny of 
sub’dause (iv) of the. said 
Clause 2.2. reading as “the 
established costing 

methodologies (including cost 
plus approach) and pricing 
principles” also make it dear 
that while prescribing tariff, 
TAMP is expected to be guided 
not only by the established 
costing methodologies (which 
include cost pius approach) but 
also. pricing principles. 
Therefore, it would be clear that 
even as per the said guidelines, 
cost plus approach is not the 
only determining factor in the 
matter of fixation of tariff. The 
act of tariff fixation by TAMP is 
expected to be guided by 
various factors as set out therein 
including choice of fair return to 
ports and also pricing principles. 
Indisputably, as per the. 
established pricing principles, 
loss of opportunity is 
undoubtedly one of the criteria 
for determination of fixation of 
price / tariff. Therefore, the 
approach that there is no 
provision to consider the 
proposal of MBPT to fix the tariff 
based on opportunity loss or 
value based tariff is not correct. 

The said guidelines neither 
restrict the powers of TAMP in 
the matter of fixation of tariff nor 
tie down TAMP to only cost plus 
method. 

Even in the past, TAMP has 
fixed tar^ on the basis of 
opportun% loss. In th^ 
attention of the TAMP is drawn 
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to Order dated 15.06.2007 
passed by TAMP on the Scale 
of Rates of Kandla Port Trust. 
Note (3) to Section I on 
Schedule of Wharfage under 
Chapter III of SOR of KPT reads 
as/ollows: 

“50% of the wharfage 
charges shall be levied 
as transshipment 
charges In the cases 
where the cargo 
discharged from the 
mother' vessel to 
daughter Vnessel within 
the pprt . limits is 
destined to other ports. 
In case of transshipment 
of crude at wadinar 
transshiprhent charges 
of ^5 per MT shall be 
levied" 

From the abov^ it may be seen 
that while fixing the above tariff, 
the opportunity loss is the prime/ 
main consideration which was 
weighed by the TAMP. 
Therefore, on the same 
rationale, in the present case 
also, TAMP is very much, 
entitled and empowered to fix 
the tariff as per the proposal 
submitted by M.BPT taking into 
account the factor of opportunity 
loss to MBPT as aforesaid. 

As per the established law of the 
land, the' procedural 
requirements are expected to 
act as a lubricant in the 
administration of justice and hot 
as feter in thd path bf-ju^deand 
particuiarly in a case where 
interests of national exchequer 
are involved, which, ultimately 
affect the public at large. 

The MBPT under the contractual 
agreement has permitted ML to 
carry out the said lighterage 
operations at BFL area by 
discharging cargo and to transit 
its vessels laden with cargo 
through MBPT port water limits, 
EssehtialTy, it Would mean that 
lyrsfPT by granting the said 
permission urifder the contractual 
agreement has permitted IIL, 
passage of its bargo through 
MBPT port watbfs.^ Furttvar, 
during such passage of cdrgo, 
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MBPT renders necessary 
navigational assistance and 
surveillance service to the 
vessels laden with such cargo. 
Moreover, because of 

permission given by MBPT for 
discharge / transshipment of 
cargo at the BFL area, ultimately 
pass through port water limits of 
MBPT, the nationai exchequer 
iost its vaiuabie revenue in the 
form of port charges. Bearing in 
mind such revenue toss to the 
national exchequer in the case 
of KPT, already TAMP has fixed 
under Chapter > Hi the cargo 
related charges at 50% of 
wharfage charges for 

transshipment of cargo from 
mother vessel to daughter 
vessel. The said fixation of tariff 
is not based on cost plus 
approach. Therefore, in case of 
MBPT, a different treatment 
cannot be meted out. 

MBPT has been providing 
navigation assistance, traffic 
assistance and surveillance 
service to such cargo laden 
vessels at the cost of several 
crores of rupees spent on 
required infrastructure. 

Therefore, if one takes into 
account the huge expenditure 
running into crores which has 
been spent by MBPT for 
providing the said necessary 
infrastructure and fix cost, the 
proposed tariff at ?15 per tonne 
is fully and completely Justifiable. 
The rate of ^15 per tonne is of 
1994. Hence, also is highly 
reasonable. 

x'" 

'7) 

MBPT argues that Section 
48 does not require 
“provisions of services” 
but “authorizing any other 
person to perform the 
services” can also make it 
eligible for tariff. 

(i) . If MBPT has made 
such authorization, has it 
followed the pre-requisite 
conditions set out in 
Section 42? 

(ii) . The reference to fixing 
tariff made in Section 48 
in respect of authorized 

In view of the fact that in the 
case of IIL, the claim of MBPT, 
is solely and completely based 
on the contractual arrangem.pp,t 5 
which came into existence in the 
year 1994 and the contractual 
entitlement to which MBPT is 
entitled as against IIL is based 
on the provisions of Section 33 

In reply to this query MBPT has 
relied on their earlier 

submissions. The subry,;g§ions 
made by ^'',oPT are denied by 
ilL. The question of applicability 
of Section 42 does not arise. 
Unless service is provided no 
charge can be levied. 

The answer qiven by MBPT is 
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person is to fix tariff for the 
services to be provided by 
said authorized person 
and not for the act of 
"Authorizing". 


read with section 46 of the MPT 
Act, 1963, and the said 
provisions are fully and totally 
independent of sections 42 and 
48 of the said Act, reference to 
Sections 42 and 48 in the case 
of MBPTs specific claim against 
IIL (which Is based on the said 
contractual agreement under 
Sections 43 & 46 of MPT Act) is 
unwarranted and uncalled for 
and in any event Irrelevant. 

So far as the proposal submitted 
by MBPT in the year 1997 for 
fixation of general tariff is 
concerned, the same Is also in 
accordance with the provisions 


treated with the contempt it 
deserves. The question of 
Section 42 does not arise at all. 
Unless service is provided, no 
charge Can be levied. 


said proposal, Indisputably, has 
been submitted after constitution 
of TAMP. Under Section 49 of 
the MPT Act, 1963, necessary 
scale of rates can be fixed by 
the TAMP. The lighterage 
operations at the BPL area 
undoubtedly involve use of port 
waters which undoubtedly are 
properties in possession / 
control / occupation of MBPT. 
Therefore, it may be seen that 
apart from sections 42 and 48 of 
the said MPT Act, 1963, even 
under section 49 of the said Act, 
TAMP is empowered and 
expected to fix necessary SOR 
and statement of conditions in 
respect of the said lighterage 
operations which undoubtedly 
Involve user of property 
belonging to MBPT, not only 
within the port limits but also at 
port approaches for the 
purposes mentioned in the said 
section. Moreover, so far as 
section 42 read with 48 is 
concerned, once a tariff is fixed 
as contemplated under Section 
48 read with Section 42 of the 
said MPT Act, 1963, before 
authorizing any person to 
perform, the services 
contemplated under Section 42 
of the said MPT Act, 1963, at 
the port / port approaches or in 
relation to the port approaches, 
MBPT would take necessary 
permission from the Central 
Government for the said 
urposes. Therefore, arant of 
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(III). When some of the 
listed services are 
authorized to be 
performed by other 
person, the consideration 
for such authorization is 
royalty and not tariff. If 
MBPT seeks royalty then 
TAMP cannot fix the 
quantum of such royalty. 


Ill concedes that the 
MBPT Scale of Rates set 
by TAMP Is obviously for 
port and port approaches. 
So, III has no objection to 
pay as per the MBPT's 
SOR. Does this mean the 
controversy Is only on the 
territorial jurisdiction of 
MBPT on the disputed 
site. 

If this being so, the 
dispute is of civil nature 
and it is not for the Tariff 
Authority to resolve such 


permission by MBPT to any 
person to perform any services 
as contemplated under Section 
42 of the said Act and fixation of 
tariff by TAMP under Section 48 
or 49 are two separate Issues. 
The said fact is proved, Inter 
alia, from the fact that while 
fixing the aforementioned tariff 
and Scale of Rates for KPT, 
TAMP never insisted upon the 
said KPT taking any prior 
consent of Central Government 
for authorizing any specific 
persons to carry out the 
operations of cargo discharge 
from the mother vessel to 
daughter vessel. Therefore, in 
the present case also, the 
fixation of tariff by as per 
the proposal by the MPT would 
be completely inconsonance 
with the provisions of not only 
Section 49 but also Sections 42 
and 48 of the MPT Act, 1963. 

From the plain reading of 
provisions of Section 48 read 
with Section 42 and also Section 
49, it would be clear that In 
respect of the services 
performed within the port limits 
or at port approaches'and / or 
use of port property, as specified 
under the said section 48 and 49 
of the said MPT Act, 1963, 
TAMP is expected and enjoined 
to fix necessary BOR and 
related terms and conditions. 
Such fixation of SOR is nothing 
but tariff fixation and does not 
amount to royalty. Therefore, the 
question of MBPT seeking 
fixation of royalty by TAMP does 

not arise, __ 

In the present case, in the light 
of the orders passed by the 
Hon’ble High Court, the dispute 
between MBPT and IIL with 
regard to entitlement of MBPT to 
recover charges for the 
lighterage operations carried out 
by IIL at the BFL area under the 
permission granted by MBPT 
pursuant to the contract that had 
been entered into In the year 
1994 is required to be resolved 
by TAMP. The said resolution of 
dispute to be Irv the light of the 
contract that has been entered 
into by and between llU and 


It is not correct that the dispute 
is territorial. It is submitted that 
TAMP has to decide whether the 
tariff fixed by it will be applicable 
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issues. 

\ 

MBPT as aforpsaid way back in 
foe year 1994. Therefore, the 
said dispute has to be resolved 
as a whole. 

Further, in view of the fact that 
said lighterage operations are 
undoubtedly Qarried out at BFL 
area and in vievir of foe fact that 
as part of the said lighterage 
operations, as aforesaid, said 
vessels canying cargo of 1IL 
pass through the port vwters of 
MBPT, lit is not entitled to raise 
any objections on the ground of 
territorial jurisdiction of TAMP. 

In the circumstances, the 
aforesaid dispute, is expected to 
be resolved fcv TAMP especially 

In the light of foe directions 
given by foe Hon'ble High Court 
and also in view of foe fact that 
the interests of national 
exchequer are also involved in 
foe present <^se. Therefore, foe 
said dispute is undoubtedly 
required to be resolved by 
TAMP. 

to an area beyond foe port Hmtis 
and port approaches and, for 
that purpose, TAMP has to 
clarify as to what are the port 
limits, that Includes port 
approaches to MBPT. 

/ 


9) 

Is It necessary for TAMP 
to Identify a specific 
location of operation and 
to specify the rate 
therefor. If otherwise 

permissible, TAMP will 
prescribe a rate for the 
subject operation at the 
port approach. It Is not for 
TAMP to give a ruling 
whether a particular 
location falls within port 
approach or not. If any 
doubt Is raised on the 
claim of foe port about its 
territorial jurisdiction, the 
dispute title needs to be 
resolved by the concerned 
court and not by foe tariff 

MBPT repeats and reiterates its 
submissions in response to foe 
preceding query. • 

/ 


10) 

MBPT says that TAMP 
has not yet fixed any tatW 
for port approaches. In its 
own admission, Section 
48 covers not only port but 
also port approaches. It is 
noteworthy that foe Scale 
of Rates of all the port 
trusts are notified by 
TAMP under the 

provisions of Section 48. 
That beina so. foe Scale 

The tariff fixation by TAMP with 
effect from ?6.10.2006 is in 
respect to lighterage operatioris 

and anchorage ope^tions within 

the extimded port limits as 
specified by TAMP. 'Afoile It is 
true that under Section 48 as 
well as under Section 49 TAMP 
is entitled to fix from time to time 
by notification in official gazdtte 
necessary SOR for the purpose 
1 as provided thereuruler and jn 

It Is denied that BFL area 
constitute a “port approach’ to 
MBPT as alleged. 

Needless to repeat that, by 
virtue of foe definition contained 
Section 2(r) of tiie MPT Act, 
1963, port approaches "in 
relation to a port means foe 
navigable rivers and channeis 
leading to the ^rt In vrtiich the 
Indian Ports Act is in force’. 

- 
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of Rates of MBPT covers 
alt the operations within 
the port limits and the port 
approaches. Then what is 
the need of approving 
once again a specific rate 
for port approach? 


respect of services specified 
under Section 48 of the said Act 
at the port or port approaches or 
in relation to the port or port 
approaches, while specifying 
such SOR, TAMP is expect 
clarify the area extr : 
applicability of the to 

whether the same 1.^ <.'ppilcable 
for the concerned services or 
the use of the concerned 
property - of the port at the 
concerned port area or at the 
concerned port approaches or 
whether the same is in relation 
to port area or port approaches. 

So far as the SOR fixed by 
TAMP with effect from 
26.10.2006 in respect of 
lighterage and anchorage 
charges is concerned the same 
as per the order of TAMP is 
applicable in respect of 
lighterage and anchorage 
operations earned out only 
within the extended port limits of 
MBPT and the same is not 
made applicable to port 
approaches or the areas In 
relation to the port also. Further, 
as stated earlier, the said 
fixation of SOR is for the period 
subsequent to 26.10.2006. 

In the circumstances, so far as 
the lighterage operations carried 
out at BFL, which is a port 
approach area, there Is a 
necessity of fixation of tariff as 
aforesaid for the purposes of 
transparency and to bring 
uniformity in the matter of levy of 
charges for such lighterage 
operations carried on BFL area 
which is a port approach. 

ML be ordered and directed to 
honour its contractual 
commitments of payments > of 
agreed charges at the rate of 
?15 per tonne along with 
interest. Further, It is also 
prayed that the proposal 
submitted by MBPT dated 
20.03.1997 also be approved by 
TAMP. 


MBPT has not been able to 
show, by any drawing or other 
accepted material any river or 
channel in the area known as 
Bombay Floating Lights (BFL). 

! 

I T aditlonally many of the ports in 
India are in estuaries of rivers 
and that is why the expression 
“navigable rivers” Is used. As 
far as a channel is concerned, 
depending upon the depth at the 
berth of the port, a continuous 
channel is to be maintained, by 
dredging or otherwise, from the 
main sea till the berth in order 
for the vessels to come into port. 
The BFL area is indeed in high 
seas and is not at the mouth of 
any channel and, therefore, the 
expression used by MBPT that 
“the BFL comes within the limits 
of the port approaches even 
though It may not be within the 
limits of the port" is totally 
fallacious and Incorrect. 

We concur with the postulated 
point in regard to the tariff 
guidelines. 
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15.2. In addition to the above, the IIL has made following general submission: ^' 

(i) . in general it might be seen that IIL started the operation of lighterage some time in 

the year in 1994. Lighterage operations were always carried out at the BFL, which, 
at the relevant time, i.e., prior to 2006 was beyond the port limits. There is no river 
or channel leading up to the port from BFL and therefore that area cannot be 
considered even as port approach. In the circumstances, MBPT were not entitled 
to insist on any payment, let alone 715 per tonne, as they did for discharging at 
BFL prior to 2006, which they did as a condition to allow vessel to pass through 
the port waters. 

(ii) . In any event, MBPT could not have levied any tariff without publishing the same 

and obtaining sanction from the Government of India, prior to the formation of 
TAMP, which permission MBPT had not taken nor had they gazetted the tariff of 
715 per tonne. 

(ill). No service was being provided by MBPT to the cargo. Therefore, MBPT were not 
entitled to recover any cargo related charges. 

(iv) . As per the order dated 12.11.1998 In W.P No. 2187 of 1998 filed by IIL, the IIL 

deposited a sum of 750,00,000 without prejudice to their rights and contentions. 
In 1998, IIL filed W.P. No. 2414,of 1999, challenging the Imposition on the 
grounds stated above. 0n,09.02.2000 an interim Order was passed by the High 
Court, Bombay directing IIL to pay the necessary levy at the rate of 76 per tonne 
instead of 715. Subsequently, by the final Order, the Court has directed TAMP to 
fix the tariff. If the tariff fixed by TAMP is more than what IIL had paid, IIL have 
undertaken to pay the difference: and, if the tariff fixed is less, MBPT has 
undertaken to refund the excess amount to IIL. 

(v) . In the circumstances, as per the High Court direction whether MBPT were entitled 

to charge any cargo related charges for an operation at BFL, outside the limits of 
the port and port approaches, when no service is rendered in regard to cargo, and 
if so what should be such charges? 

The interim Order operated until the year 2006, whereafter IIL have been paying 
the tariff as fixed by TAMP, and there is no dispute in regard to that. 

(Vi). In the circumstances, TAMP has to decide whether the operation carried out at 
BFL which is admittedly outside the port limits and certainly not in port approaches 
will attract tariff? And whether TAMP can fix a tariff for that area and if so fix the 
tariff. 

(vii). In the circumstances, it Is prayed that the proposal made by MBPT be rejected. 

16. The Advocates of IIL vide their letter dated 15 April 2011 while furnishing the IIL 
version on the points raised by the Authority and the reply of the MBPT thereupon, once again 
requested for a personal hearing. The IIL was given adequate opportunity of hearing by the 
Authority in the joint hearings held on 29.12.2009, 15.6.2010, 10.8.2010 & 11.8.2010, 18.1.2011 
and 17,2.2011. However, the IIL was requested to subnet their additional submissions, if any, in 
writing on or before 3 June 2011 vide our letter dated 27 May 2011. It was also conveyed to IIL 
that, if no communication is received from the IIL before 3 June 2011, it wilt be presumed that ML 
has nothing to submit further and the case will be processed accordingly. There was no response 
from the IIL till finalization of this case, ■ - 

17. With reference to the totality of information collected during the processing of the 
case and arguments advanced by the parties, the following position emerges: 

(i). This case has been initiated based on the common Order dated 10 August 2009 
passed by the Hon’ble High Court of Bombay in W.P. Nos. 2364 of 2004, 2414 of 
1999 and 2539 of 1999. For the reasons stated therein, the Hon’ble High Court 
has set aside the tariff order No, TAMP/2/1997‘MBPT dated 17 March 2003 
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passed by this Authority. Para .10 of the Order of the Hon’ble High Court contains 
the foiiowing directions to this Authority: 

(a) . To consider the proposal submitted by the MBPT. 

(b) . To consider the objections raised by the Ispat Industries Limited. 

(c) , To consider the Order passed by the Hon'ble High Court. 

(d) , To make fresh order on the proposai of the Port Trust. 

(e) . To pass such a fresh order in accordance with law. 

(f) . To permit both the sides to submit additional material that they wish to 

produce. 

The Hon’ble High Court has set aside the tariff order dated 17 March 2003 on the 
grounds that the opportunity of personal hearing to the Petitioner (MBPT) was not 
given by this Authority but only by its Chairman. Referring to the earlier direction 
dated 8 January 2002 of the same court, the Hon’ble High Court held that this 
Authority as constituted under the Act viz. this Authority consisting the Chairman 
and two members was obliged to give personal hearing to the Petitioner before 
making the order. During the entire period of the proceedings initiated based on 
the directions dated 10 August 2009, the position of a Member remained vacant in 
this Authority and, therefore, this case was heard and decided by the existing 
quorum of Chairman and one Member. This position is known to both the parties 
and they do not have any objections, Further, as explained in the earlier part, at 
our Instance, MBPT had brought to the notice of the Hon’ble High Court about the 
existing quorum of TAMP. 

The directions of the Hon’ble High Court require TAMP to dispose of the matter 
within three months of the said order. Because of various procedural 
requirements and the time sought by both the parties to submit their arguments, 
the case could not be decided within the stipulated time limit. Both MBPT and IlL 
agreed that the case would be disposed before 30 June 2011. This time limit was 
subject to the understanding that both the parties would adhere to the schedule for 
submissions of their respective written submissions as agreed by them in the joint 
hearing held on 17 February 2011. But, both the parties have subsequently 
sought extension of time to furnish their clarifications and therefore, this case 
could not be concluded before 30 June 2011. It may be noted that the delay in 
disposing this matter is not due to any casualness on the part of this Authority but 
on account of time taken by the parties. 

The directions dated 10 August 2009 issued by the Hon'ble High Court require 
both the parties to be given an opportunity to file additional matter if they desired. 
As recorded in the earlier part, such an opportunity was extended to both the 
parties. 

(ii). The main task before this Authority is to consider the proposal submitted by the 
MBPT for levy of lighterage dues for cargo operations at the port approaches. 
White doing so, the objections raised by ISPAT Industries are to be considered. 
The Port had filed a proposal vide its letter No. Secy/G/DT-TA/2563 dated 24 
February 1998 seeking approval of this Authority for inclusion of the following 
provisions in its Scale of Rates: 

“Lighterage dues at the rate of T 15/- per tonne shall be levied on the 
cargo, unloaded from or loaded into the vessels anchored within the port 
approaches but outside port limits and the cargo is transported through 
Mumbai Harbour, Provided, however, that ‘lighterage dues shall not be 
Ifevied on the cargo destined to or from the port of Mumbai." 

When the opportunity of updating this proposal was given to MBPT, the Port vide 
its letter dated 9 November 2009 made various submissions in support of levying 
a cargo related charges at its port approaches and concluded that a tariff of ? 15/- 
per tonne as cargo related charges for the lighterage operations at BFL area 
outside port limits but in the port approaches be approved. It is noteworthy that 
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the initial proposal of the port was general in nature about levy of the proposed 
rate for the operation carried out at the port approaches. The updated proposal, 
however, specifically mentions about the operations at the BFL area. 
Subsequently, the port through its arguments in the hearing and written 
submission, has clarified that its proposal is for a general-tariff for the lighterage 
operations and not confined only to the operations carried out by IIL. IIL has also 
maintained a stand that the tariff that is sought to be fixed should be a general 
tariff applicable to all parties doing lighterage operations within the area where the 
port Is entitled to levy tariff. Accordingly, this analysis will proceed to fix cargo 
related charges for the lighterage operations taking place within the port 
approaches of MBPT as may be applicable under the MPT Act, 1963, 

(iii) . During the proceedings, both the parties, particularly, the MBPT referred to certain 

findings and decisions contained in the earlier tariff orders dated 2 June 1999 and 
17 March 2003 passed by this Authority on the same matter, It has to be 
recognised that both the said orders had been set aside by the Hon’ble High Court 
of Bombay and, therefore, any of the findings and decisions recorded in the said 
orders cannot have the binding effect on this Authority. Further, the order dated 
10 August 2009 of Hon'ble High Court makes it amply clear that the proposal 
submitted by the Port should be considered with open mind and a fresh order 
thereon to be issued. 

(iv) . Both the parties have relied upon the provisions of Sections 48 and 49 of the 

Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 which deal with the imposition and recovery of rates at 
ports. Section 48 of the MPT Act, 1963 unambiguously requires this Authority to 
frame a scale of rates at which and a statement of conditions under which any of 
the specified services listed therein shall be performed by a Board of Trustees of 
Major Port or an authorised person at or in relation to the port or port approaches. 
The list of services given under Section 48 includes transshipping of passengers 
or goods between vessels in the port or port approaches. Sub-section 1(b) of 
Section 48 also mentions about landing and shipping of passengers or goods from 
or to such vessels to or from any wharf, etc. or at any place within the limits of the 
port or port approaches. Keeping aside the question of what constitutes the port 
approaches, there is no doubt that this Authority is statutorily empowered to fix 
tariff for cargo operations taking place in the port approaches of a Major Port* 
Trust. In this regard, it is to be understood that the regulatory jurisdiction of this 
Authority is co-terminus with the administrative and territorial jurisdiction of a Major 
Port Trust. That being so, the rate approved by this Authority will operate only 
within the area over which a port trust can legitimately exercise its jurisdiction and 
control. - 

(v) . Both MBPT and IIL unanimously endorsed that this Authority is comp'etent to 

prescribe a scale of rates for the services provided at the port approaches also. 
The main difference between them is, however, on the questions whether BFL 
would be in the port approaches and the authority under which the MBPT claims 
certain areas to be part of its port approaches. 

Section 2(r) of the MPT Act defines ‘port approaches’ as 'those parts of the 
navigable rivers and channels leading to the port, in which the Indian Ports Act is 
in force’. The MBPT admits that the notification issued by the Central Government 
in the year 1982 as well as the one issued subsequently in the year 2006 do not 
define port approaches, as they are confined only in stating the different co¬ 
ordinates of the port limits. The argument of MBPT is that any navigable rivers 
and channels leading to a port would automatically be the port approaches of that 
port and no specific notification to this effect would be necessary. It has also 
placed reliance upon certain other documents likes admiralty chart, etc. which 
show some areas as the port approaches of Mumbai Port. 

IIL counters the arguments of MBPT and insists that a notification under Indian 
Ports Act needs to be issued by the Competent Government declaring the extent 
of the port approaches. Convention and usage cannot be taken as a substitute for 
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the legal requirement of the notification from the Governnrient. More speaficall^^ 
IIL has pointed out that the area around BFL in any case will not fall within me port 
approaches as it is only an open sea and not wtthin a channel or navigable river 

leading to the port. 

Prima facie, it appears that the extent of port approaches cannot be an open 
ended one and needs to be defined and understood in an unambiguous manner. 
Nonetheless, the points made by both the parties In this regard warrant an 
Interpretation of the provisions of the MPT Act read with the relevant pro\^slons of 
the Indian Port Act, 1908. This Authority Is only a body created to fix tanff and 
therefore, it is not competent to authoritatively Interpret the provisions of the Act to 
set out the requirement under law which are to be complied with in relation to the 
port approaches". But what is not In doubt Is that this Authority Is empowered to 
prescribe tariff for the operations at the port approaches and this point Is not at all 
contested by the IIL also. Therefore, this Authority will confine this proceedings 
only to fix tariff for cargo operations at the port approaches of MBPT in exercise of 
its statutory powers conferred upon it by the MPT Act subject to a ^ar 
understanding that the tariff to be fixed will operate only within such areas whl<^ 
can lawfully be established as the port approaches of MBPT. In this regard, it is 
relevant to point out that while fixing various tariff items for the port trusts, whether 
for landside and seawards services / facilities, this Authority does not verify the 
issue of ownership and title of individual assets Involved. Tariff Is generally 
for the services or facilities, subject to be the presumption that it sht uid be levied 
by the port only when they are legally entitled to do so. To illustrate this. In fixing 
the lease rentals of lands belonging to ports, zone-wise / sector-wise lease rentes 
are set In a general manner and title of individual parcel of land is not verified by 
this Authority. In fact, the law also does not require this Authority to conduct such 
verification. In the same analogy, in this case also, this Authority Is not the 
competent forum to decide the issues questioning the territorial jurisdiction of the 
MBPT. MBPT can levy the tariff fixed for operations at such areas where its 
jurisdiction lavirfully extends. If any doubt over the territorial claim of the port trust 
is raised, then the dispute need to be settled in some other forum competent to 
determine such issues under law. 


In view of the forgoing this Authority does hot like to go into the issues relating 
whether the port approach should be defined by a notification of the Government 
or whether BFL area would fall within the port approaches. 

(vi). IIL has contended that the existing scale of rates already contains provisions for 
levy of lighterage fees and even if a separate rate is to. be fixed the same should 
. be only for the period prior to 2006. 

The existing scale of rates of MBPT contains a provision to levy of lighterage fee 
on GRT basis from the vessels working cargo at the notified anchorages situated 
vifithimihre Iport limits. The proposal of the MBPT is to cover the cargo operations 
taking" frtace outside the port limits but within Wie port approaches. Evidently, the 
existing 'Scale of Rate does not contain any rate for the operation taking place at 
the pcRTapproaches. Extending the existing rates for similar operation done within 
the port limit to the port approaches may cast an extra burden on the users 
as revealed by MBPT, the average revenue realised by the port at the prescribed 
rates In the scale of rates in respect of the lighterage operations carried out at the 
inner*ttTChorages was about f 19.69 per tonne, whereas the proposal of the port 
trust is to levy only around ? 15/- per tonne at the port approaches. This Authority, 
therefore, does not like to introduce a tariff at a level more than that proposed by 
MBPT. It appears that IIL has made the demand without perhaps analysing the 
financial implication that might arise from it. Furthermore, the rate to be fixed will 
apply not only to IIL but also to any port user undertaking lighterage operations in 
the Port approaches. 

It is a fact that in a subsequent development, the port limits of MBPT were 
extended by the notification dated 26 October 2006 issued by the Central 
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Government. By virtue of it, many of the areas which fell outside the port limits 
earlier had come within the port limits. This development is not relevant to the 
issues before this Authority as even after such notification, there is a possibility of 
two distinct areas i.e. port limits and port approaches; and, the proposal in hand is 
to fix the charges for the operations which take place in the port approaches. 
Therefore, there does not appear to be any reasons to artificially draw a cut-off 
line of the year 2006 to fix the tSriff, as demanded by IIL, 

(vii). The arguments for and against prescription of cargo related charges at the port 
approaches as made by both the parties are recorded In the earlier part of the 
note. In short, the argument of the MBPT is that even the cargo handled at port 
approaches transit through the port waters and therefore. It is entitled to levy a 
charge thereon. It has further contended that because of such transshipment, 
facilities created by It within its dock area go underutilised and the tariff to be 
levied will partially*offset such opportunity cost forgone. On the other hand, IIL 
argues that no cargo related services are provided at the BFL and therefore, 
MBPT cannot levy any charge. In any case, the barges passing through MBPT 
waters after the transshipment pay necessary vessel related charges. 

In this regard, MBPT has pointed out a provision available in Kandia Port Trust 
(KPT) to levy a fraction of wharfage charges as transshipment charges when the 
cargo transshipped between vessels anchoraged within the port limits is destined 
to other ports. A similar provision is available at many other Major Port Trusts 
also. A levy on cargo is realised by many of the Port Trusts when transshipment 
takes place within the port limits. As is the case with the other charges, there is, 
however, no uniformity at different Port Trusts on the .quantum'of the tariff levied 
on the transshipped cargo. But, in all the cases such transshipments reportedly 
take place within the port limits. The foct that such transshipments take place In 
the port approaches cannot be the only ground on which the precedent available 
elsewhere should be ignored. After all, the charges levied at other ports are also 
for the transshipment operation taking place within the area of jurisdiction of the 
port. 

(viii). This Authority generally follows a cost plus method for fixing tariff of major port 
trusts. In the instant case, the Port Trust could not provide any cost details to 
support the proposed rate of ? 15/- per M.T. The argument of the port trust to 
- solely rely upon the opportunity cost cannot be considered favourably. On the 
face of it, the proposed rate of f 15/- per M.T. is not justified from the cost point of 
view, but it has to be recognised that each and every individual item oflariff levied 
at the Major Ports are not fixed strictly with reference to the cost of rendering of 
the particular services or use of the specific facilities. The cost plus approach is 
maintained generally at the macro level of cargo handing and vessel r^ated 
activities and for the port as a whole. In other words, it is generally ensured that 
tariff levels are maintained in such a way that the port a^ a whole meets the 
relevant aggregate cost of all its activities and earn the Stated level of return on all 
its assets from the total revenue generated from levy of such tariff/ plow of^ross- 
subsidisation of one activity by another is somewhat inherent in this arrangement, 
though efforts are maintained to contain the level of cross-subsidisation. 

In the instant case, in the absence of specific cost details, it is difficult to assess 
whether the proposed rate of ? 15/- per tonne is reasonable. The Hon’ble High 
Court of Bombay has passed an Interim order on 9 February 2000 requiring IIL to 
pay a rate of ? 6/- per M.T. for the operations taking place at the disputed port 
approaches. In view of this interim order, the revenue earned by the MBPT from 
the operations since the said period can onljr be at the rate of ? 6/- per M.T. In the 
successive general revisions of the port* scale of rates, this Authority has 
considered the total revenue earned / estimated to accrue to the Port, to revise the 
(ttien) prevailing scale of rates of MBPT. The revenue position considered In such 
exercise Includes the revenue accrued to the MBPT from the subject 
transshipment operation which is calculated at the rate of ^6/- per M.T. in view of 
the interim order of the Hon'ble High Court. Since the revenue model considered 
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under the cost plus regime to fix the general scale of rates of MBPT include the 
revenue from the transshipment operation of ^ 6/- per M.T. and the cost plus 
regime adopted to fix the general scale of rates which accounts for all the 
expenditure of MBPT and return on its capital employed, the MPBT may not be in 
any disadvantageous position if the same rate of t 6/- M.T. is allowed as the rate 
for the transshipment operation taken place at the port approaches. This Authority 
is constrained to take this decision in the absence of separate costing for the 
activity made available. Further, the rate of ? 6/- per M.T. is now in vogue for 
more than 11 years and can, therefore, be considered to be a final rate for the 
said operations. 

(ix). Another issue raised before this Authority by both the parties, particularly by the 
MBPT, is about the validity of the contract between MBPT and III by virtue of 
which the port is entitled to levy the lighterage dues at ^ 15/- per M.T. IlL has 
vehemently denied the existence of any such contract and even challenged the 
legality <3(,.the resolution of the Board of Trustees of MBPT passed in the year 
1994. This Authority is not in a position to accept the contention of MBPT that the 
Order passed by the Hon’ble High Court requires this Authority to adjudicate upon 
the dispute arising from the so caiied contract between MBPT and IlL. The 
direction of the Hon’ble High Court is only to consider the proposal of MBPT and 
the objections of ilL and pass a fresh order thereon. MBPT has repeatedly 
stressed in the proceedings that its proposal is for fixation of a general tariff for the 
lighterage operations at the port approaches and it is not specific to any specific 
user. If this be the case, it cannot be its contention that this Authority should settle 
the disputes between MBPT and tIL arising from some action taken by MBPT. 
The argument of the MBPT that this Authority is the forum chosen by parties and 
directed by the Hon’bte High Court to determine the right and obligations of MBPT 
and IlL under the disputed contract which came into existence in 1994 is 
misplaced. The Order of the Hon’ble High Court requires TAMP to dispose the 
matter in accordance with law and neither the applicable law nor the direction of 
the Hon’ble High Court requires TAMP to determine whether the contract was in 
existence and if so to determine the rights and obligations of the parties thereto. 
TAMP is a statutory body with a mandate to fix port tariff and this proceedings will 
be confined only to discharge that mandate. 

The proposal of the MBPT was filed before this Authority on 24 February 1998 
and MBPT has prayed that tariff to be determined now can be made applicable 
retrospectively from the date of filing of its proposal. From the material available 
on record, it is clear that-the cargo operations outside the port limits had been 
taking place even prior to February 1998. If the prayer of MBPT is accepted, a 
question will arise about the tariff to be levied for the period prior to February 
1998. This Authority is not in a position to endorse the stand of MBPT that till a 
general tariff is set by this Authority, a Port Trust can introduce necessary tariff 
arrangement through contract, in view of certain other provisions of the MPT Act. 
There is no doubt even in the minds of MBPT that the charges to be fixed for 
operations outside the port limits will fail under purview of section 48 of MPT Act. 
It wilt be fallacious that this position would arise only when a proposal is filed by 
the port before this Authority. If this argument is conceded then any Port Trust 
can willfully delay submission of proposal before Authority and introduoe any tariff 
arrangement convenient to them through bilateral arrangement thereby 
circumventing the tariff setting arrangement envisaged by the MPT Act, This 
Authority may, therefore' like to go beyond the date of filing of the proposal by 
MBPT in this matter. As correctly argued by MBPT, this Authority cannot fix any 
tariff retrospectively for the period before its constitution. By virtue of amendments 
to the MPT Act, this Authority was constituted by a notification by the Central 
Government issued on 10 April 1997 Therefore, the lighterage levy for the cargo 
operation at the port approaches at the rate of ^ 6/- per M.T. is approved for 
inclusion in the Scale of Rates of MBPT retrospectively with effect from 10 April 
1997, 
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(xi) Before we conclude, it is once again reiterated that the tariff for cargo operations 
at the port approaches approved by this Authority is subject to the condition that it 
is leviable only at such places where the jurisdiction of MBPT legitimately extends 
If any doubt is raised on the claim of MBPT about its territorial jurisdiction on the 
port approaches, the onus is on MBPT to establish its title and jurisdiction over 
such areas as per the provision of MPT Act and Indian Ports Act. 

the result, and for the reasons given above, and based on a collective 
application of mind, this Authority approves the following provision for inclusion in the Scale of 
Rates of MBPT with retrospective effect from 10 April 1997 - 

lighterage dues at the rate of f 6/- per tonne shall be levied on the cargo, 
unloaded from or loaded into, the vessels anchored within the Port approaches 
and the cargo is transported through Mumbai Port Waters. Provided, however, 
that Lighterage dues shall not be levied on the cargo destined to or from the Port 
of Mumbai', 


RANI JADHAV. Chairperson 
[ADVT. lll/4/143/11-Exty.] 
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